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CHAPTER I 
THE INTRODUCTION 
There is strong agreement among educational profession-
als that there is a significant increase in the demands 
placed upon classroom teachers and public education in 
general (Hodgkinson, 1985). Rates of school failure and 
drop-out have increased as well as the number of special 
education referrals despite regular education initiative 
efforts (Hodgkinson, 1985). Furthermore, the country is 
undergoing major demographic shifts. Schools now enroll in-
creased numbers of students who are members of linguistic 
and cultural minorities, low income status, and single 
parent families (Pallas, Natriello, & McDill, 1989). 
The number of white children enrolled in public schools 
decreased by 16 percent (16%) between 1968 and 1986, the 
number of blacks enrolled in public schools increased by 5 
percent (5%), and the number of hispanic children increased 
by 100 percent (100%) (Quality of Education for Minorities 
Project, 1990). In 1976, minorities comprised 24 percent 
(24%) of elementary and secondary enrollment. By 1986, 
minority enrollment rose to 30 percent (30%) of the elemen-
tary and secondary population and recent projections suggest 
that by the year 2020, minority children will comprise 
approximately 46 percent (46%) of all children in public 
elementary and secondary education (Pallas, Natriello, & 
McDill, 1989). 
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More than 30 percent (30%) of all public school stu-
dents (12 million) are from ethnic minority groups and 
several states now have "majority minority" public school 
populations. These demographic shifts have a major impact 
upon the local public school. Minority families generally 
have higher poverty rates than white families. Since minori-
ty status and poverty are positively correlated, poverty can 
serve as a contributing factor in students' "risk" of school 
failure. This indicates an increasing demand on schools for 
a number of educational and social services which tradition-
ally have either not been provided, or provided only on a 
limited basis (Ogle, Alsalam, & Rogers, 1991). 
Minorities are at risk for other reasons as well. In 
1987, nearly 3800 American teenagers dropped out of school 
each day. Approximately 14 percent (14%) of white students, 
25 percent (25%) of black students, and more than 50 percent 
(50%) of hispanic students dropped out before completing 
high school. High-risk students who become dropouts share a 
number of characteristics. Students from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds have the highest dropout rate. Among ethnic 
groups, hispanics have the highest dropout rate, followed by 
blacks and then whites. Additionally, these high-risk stu-
dents demonstrate low self-esteem and a decreased locus-of-
3 
control over their futures. They hold perceptions that 
teachers do not exhibit much interest in them and believe 
that school disciplinary systems are neither very effective 
nor fair (Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). If schools intend to con-
struct programs which have positive effects on high-risk 
students, they need to establish a positive social bond 
between teachers and students (Hawkins, Doubeck, & Lishner, 
1988) . 
A review of the literature suggests that teacher atti-
tudes and teacher behaviors have a significant impact on 
student behaviors (Good & Brophy, 1972; Silberman, 1969). 
Often times teachers are unaware of their behavior toward a 
student and its importance in teacher student interaction 
and student performance. Furthermore, once a teacher has 
determined a student is having trouble in the classroom, 
teacher's attitudes begin to act as a self-fulfilling proph-
ecies (Brophy, 1983). 
Research suggests teachers have been ill-prepared to 
address the needs of this ever-increasing diverse population 
of students. Far too often teachers do not receive adequate 
training and/or resources when confronted with students 
whose expectations, social behaviors, and values differ 
significantly from their own. 
Previous efforts to address both student success and 
failure in schools focused on a medical model identifying 
learning and behavioral problems as resting within the 
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child. Assessment and intervention efforts, then, grew from 
this assumption. Unfortunately, these efforts have largely 
failed to recognize the role of the educational environment 
and interactions between teachers, students, curriculum, and 
settings which influence student success. 
Since student behaviors cannot be effectively studied 
in isolation, teacher attitudes must be included simply 
because their interactions have some affect on their stu-
dents. What research shows is that many teacher preparation 
programs do not include specific components dealing with 
high-risk students. That is to say that there is not much 
emphasis given to teaching teachers to cope with and/or help 
children in these high-risk categories succeed in school. In 
fact, teachers themselves are unaware of the effects of 
their own classroom relationships (Jackson, 1968; Ehman, 
1970; Wolfson & Nash, 1974). Complicating the issue further 
is the personal (or individual) biases each teacher brings 
as a result of his or her own background. These attitudes 
influence such daily classroom actions as frequency and use 
of praise or criticism by the teacher (Rist, 1970; Fleishner 
& VanAcker, 1993; Brophy, 1981). 
The importance of the student-teacher relationship is 
clearly supported by research. Student behaviors have an 
impact on the way teachers react and view minority and 
culturally different high-risk students (Rist, 1970). In 
addition to dealing with various discipline problems, 
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students' compliance or lack there of has been shown to 
effect teacher responses and attitudes (Brophy & Good, 1974; 
Brophy & Evertson, 1980; Silberman, 1969). 
An important strategy in bringing these teacher-student 
interactions into better focus is collaborative interven-
tion. The collaboration process is not grounded on a tradi-
tional medical model. Instead, it is anchored within an 
ecological assessment context. 
That said, the overall framework for the study to be 
described in what follows is grounded in the literature on 
projected major demographic shifts in the school population, 
the regular education initiative, the importance of student 
success, recent school reform efforts, accommodating the 
needs of high-risk students, teacher effectiveness, teacher 
attitude, and collaborative learning strategies. 
Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 
This study was designed to document the analyzed poten-
tial changes in teacher attitudes, behavior, and the resul-
tant student behaviors related to teacher participation in a 
collaborative intervention program. The collaborative inter-
vention program consisted of a consultative intervention 
process aimed at providing regular and special teachers with 
feedback and assistance on classroom management and instruc-
tional strategies. The overall purpose of this study was to 
obtain empirical evidence related to establishing possible 
relationships between teachers' attitudes and observed 
teachers' behaviors and observed students' behaviors as a 
result of participation in a collaborative intervention 
program. 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
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Hypotheses 1. There are no significant differences 
between classroom teachers' attitudes toward identified 
"high-risk" students as assessed by the Classroom Behavior 
Inventory (Schaefer, Edgerton, & Aaronson, 1977) before and 
after the intervention treatment program in both the experi-
mental and control teacher groups. 
Hypotheses 2. Classroom teachers' behaviors directed 
toward identified "high-risk" students assessed by direct 
teacher observation will not differ significantly as a 
result of the intervention program. 
Hypotheses 3. There are no significant differences 
between students' behaviors of on-task and compliance as 
assessed by direct student observations before and after the 
teacher intervention treatment program in both the experi-
mental and control student groups. 
Definition of Terms 
The following operational definitions were used in the 
investigation: 
1. Collaboration: A style for direct interaction 
between at least two co-equal parties voluntarily engaged in 
shared decision making as they work toward a common goal 
(Friend & Cook, 1992). 
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2. Teacher Attitude: A teacher's state of mind or 
feelings with regard to students, which includes impressions 
formed from observation or interaction with them. 
3. Teacher Behaviors: A teacher's observed actions or 
reactions toward students in their classroom. 
4. Student Behaviors: A student's observed actions or 
reactions toward teachers or other students in their class. 
5. Collaborative Interventionist: A teacher who ob-
serves and interprets teacher and student behaviors in the 
classroom and then plans with the classroom teacher programs 
for ameliorating the observed behaviors. 
6. High-risk: Refers to any student who may be in 
danger of suffering educational, social, or school failure 
and in this investigation, received a third discipline 
referral. 
7. Intervention: To provide suggestions, techniques, 
and strategies for teachers and students to modify their 
existing classroom and/or playground behaviors. 
8. Medical Model: A system in which it is assumed 
something is "wrong" with an individual (i.e.; "broken") and 
needs to be "fixed" (i.e.; changed or modified). That "indi-
vidual" in this study refers to the identified "high-risk" 
students. 
9. Treatment Group: Subjects who participated in the 
collaborative intervention process. 
10. Non-Treatment Group: Subjects who did not partici-
pate in the collaborative intervention process. 
11. On-Task: The class time students are engaged in 
learning alone, with peers, and/or attending passively. 
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12. Compliance: An act of following a teacher request. 
13. Ecological Assessment: Typically includes observa-
tion of the learning environment, teacher and student inter-
views and systematic recording of classroom data including 
environmental factors and teacher-student interactions. 
Significance of the Study 
Empirical evidence is provided in this study in an 
effort to document the impact of a collaborative interven-
tion program in changing teacher attitudes and behaviors as 
well as the behaviors of identified "high-risk" students. 
Additionally, teacher behaviors toward non-identified stu-
dents are examined in order to investigate potential gener-
alized benefits of the intervention for other students in 
the classroom. This information is important as it may 
provide support for future inclusionary practices in educa-
tion. 
Assumptions and Delimitations 
The Classroom Behavior Inventory (Schaefer, Edgerton, & 
Aaronson, 1977) is assumed to be an appropriate measure for 
this population. The Behavior and Environmental Assessment 
of Students and Teachers (BEAST) is further assumed to be an 
appropriate ecological assessment tool to be utilized in the 
systematic observation of classroom environment, behavior, 
and interaction (VanAcker, Grant, & Getty, 1991) 
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The scope of this investigation is limited to 10 ele-
mentary schools containing kindergarten through grade six in 
two Illinois Unit School districts (K-12) in the northeast-
ern quadrant of Illinois and to the results obtained from 
one sampling of that population. Generalizations can be made 
only to the extent that other school samples are demographi-
cally similar to the sample selected for this study. 
As an applied field experiment, students could not be 
assigned randomly to conditions. Furthermore, district 
policy required that services be delivered to all eligible 
students within the district for the experimental condition, 
resulting in assignment to condition on the basis of dis-
trict. Thus, demographics, curriculum, and other potentially 
confounding variables were clearly beyond experimental 
control. 
Organization of the Manuscript 
The current investigation was divided into five chap-
ters. Chapter One presents the introduction to the study 
including the theoretical framework used to study the prob-
lem, the purpose of the study, and the research questions. 
Also included are the definition of terms, significance of 
the study, assumptions, and delimitations. Chapter Two 
presents a review and examination of the literature relating 
to the problem under investigation. Chapter Three presents a 
methodological description of the study, instruments used, 
null hypotheses, population, procedures for conducting the 
study, and the statistical techniques for the analysis of 
the data sets collected. Chapter Four presents the results 
of the data analysis activities and research findings. 
Chapter Five presents a summary of the findings, conclu-
sions, and implications of the obtained results and final 
recommendations for extending the research. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A number of important issues related to student success 
face American public schools. Current and projected demo-
graphic shifts suggest increased demand on public schools in 
general and on classroom teachers in particular (Hodgkinson, 
1985). Due to the changing and diverse student population in 
public schools today, educators need to re-visit how serv-
ices are delivered to students; especially those students 
experiencing academic or behavioral difficulties in the 
classroom. 
A review of the literature suggests that teacher stu-
dent interactions have a significant impact on student 
performance. Teachers' attitudes and behaviors have been 
shown to shape student responses (Brophy & Good, 1974; Rist, 
1973; Silberman, 1969). Likewise, student behaviors have 
been demonstrated to support teachers' perceptions and 
contribute to the attitudes and behaviors of teachers toward 
individual students (Brophy & Good, 1974; Brophy & Evertson, 
1980; Silberman, 1969). 
Research suggests that data collected through ecologi-
cal classroom observation can be utilized to promote student 
success by providing teachers and students with objective 
11 
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feedback concerning their behaviors (Welch, 1994; Gutland & 
Reynolds, 1990; Noll, Kamps, & Seaborn, 1993; Fuchs, 
Fernstrom, Reeder, Bowers, & Golman, 1992). This information 
can also be employed to assist teachers in developing strat-
egies designed to effect a positive change in teacher stu-
dent interactions. 
In the present study, a collaborative intervention 
program based upon an ecological assessment is evaluated in 
order to determine the potential effectiveness of such a 
process in promoting positive change in teacher attitudes 
and behaviors as well as student behaviors. The intervention 
includes components of ecological observation, collaborative 
consultation, and behavior management. 
In this chapter, a number of areas (teacher attitudes 
and behaviors, student behaviors, and collaborative consul-
tation) related to the nature of intervention are reviewed. 
Additionally, the review includes consideration of research 
related to several other issues which underscore the need 
for research in the area. First of all, current demographic 
shifts are discussed as they are known to be an important 
factor underlying demands made upon teachers in today's 
classrooms. Secondly, a review of effective teaching litera-
ture is included. Finally, research findings related to 
self-fulfilling prophecy are examined in order to consider 
how the teacher and interventionist as stakeholders might 
possibly and unknowingly have influenced the results of the 
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study at hand. 
Shifting Demographics 
Major demographic changes occurring in schools today 
include increased numbers of students from: low income 
families, working or single parent families, and ethnic, 
linguistic, and cultural minorities. These factors have a 
significant impact on schools and the ability of educators 
to provide a successful school experience for all students. 
Increases in minority enrollment at the elementary and 
secondary education level have been dramatic. In 1976, 
minorities comprised 24 percent (24%) of elementary and 
secondary enrollment. By 1986, minority enrollment rose to 
30 percent (30%) of the elementary and secondary population 
and recent projections suggest that by the year 2020, minor-
ity children will comprise approximately 46 percent (46%) of 
all children in public elementary and secondary education 
(Pallas, Natriello, & McDill, 1989). 
Furthermore, the number of white children enrolled in 
public schools decreased by 16 percent (16%) between 1968 
and 1986, the number of blacks enrolled in public schools 
increased by 5 percent (5%), and the number of hispanic 
children increased by 100 percent (100%) (Quality of Educa-
tion for Minorities Project, 1990) More than 30 percent 
(30%) of all public school students (12 million) are from 
ethnic minority groups and several states now have "majority 
minority" public school populations. Black and hispanic 
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students currently constitute majorities in nearly all large 
city school systems in the U.S., and by the year 2080, non-
hispanic whites are estimated to be a minority of the U.S. 
population with hispanics projected to become the largest 
ethnic group, outnumbering blacks (Hodgkinson, 1985; Quality 
of Education for Minorities Project, 1990). 
These demographic shifts have a major impact upon the 
local public school. Minority families generally have higher 
poverty rates than white families. Since minority status and 
poverty are positively correlated, poverty can serve as a 
contributing factor in students' "risk" of school failure. 
Students of low income status typically have greater risk of 
pre and post-natal complications and malnutrition 
(Fleischner & VanAcker, 1993). Additionally, low income 
students tend to receive less developmental stimulation 
related to school readiness (language and cultural experi-
ence) (Pallas, Natriello, & McDill, 1989). Poverty often 
contributes to increased risk of marital discord which is 
often related to increased problems in children's behavior 
(Fleischner & VanAcker, 1993). This indicates an increasing 
demand on schools for a number of educational and social 
services which traditionally have either not been provided, 
or provided only on a limited basis (Ogle, Alsalam, & Rog-
ers, 1991). 
Minorities are at risk for other reasons as well. They 
represent increased numbers of single-parent families and 
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families of lower educational achievement. Almost one-half 
of all black eighth graders in 1988 came from single parent 
families. Almost 90 percent (90%) of parents of hispanic 
eighth graders have no high school diploma, and 16 percent 
(16%) of hispanic eighth graders have a sibling who has 
dropped out of school. In addition, minorities were 2.5 to 3 
times more likely than whites to exhibit two or more of 
these "risk factors" (U.S. Department of Education, 1990) 
A potentially more alarming consequence of low income, 
minority, and bilingual status results from teacher atti-
tudes towards these students (VanAcker, 1993; Rist, 1973; 
Fleischner & VanAcker, 1993). Several studies have high-
lighted the impact of teacher expectations on student per-
formance (Rist, 1970, 1973; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; 
Goodlad, 1984). These studies indicate teachers often adjust 
goals, teach different material, reward and punish behavior 
differently, and ability track students based upon race and 
socio-economic level. 
Finally, there are the obvious language and cultural 
barriers which must be considered. Since we know that lan-
guage serves as the basis for all learning, it seems obvious 
that students with low English proficiency and/or dialect-
ical differences may experience greater difficulty in the 
classroom. Perhaps less obvious are the cultural and racial 
barriers such as overt and covert discrimination, distrust 
and learning styles that conflict with school strategies and 
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discipline procedures (Ogbu, 1981). Ogbu suggests that black 
children often choose non-performance and non-compliance in 
school as a means of rejecting the "system" and gaining 
status among their peers. Ogbu further indicates that black 
students often receive less support for school and academic 
efforts due to parental apathy and/or hostile attitudes 
towards schools which are often perceived as part of the 
"oppressive" system. 
School drop out rates also appear closely related to 
minority status. In 1987, nearly 3800 American teenagers 
dropped out of school each day. Approximately 14 percent 
(14%) of white students, 25 percent (25%) of black students, 
and more than 50 percent (50%) of hispanic students dropped 
out before completing high school. High-risk students who 
become dropouts share a number of characteristics. Students 
from low socioeconomic backgrounds have the highest dropout 
rate, while among ethnics groups, hispanics have the highest 
dropout rate, followed by blacks and then whites. Before 
dropping out, high-risk students demonstrate low self-esteem 
and a decreased locus-of-control over their futures. They 
hold perceptions that teachers do not exhibit much interest 
and believe school disciplinary systems are neither effec-
tive nor fair (Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). If schools intend to 
construct programs which have positive effects on high-risk 
students, they need to establish a positive social bond 
between teachers and students (Hawkins, Doubeck, & Lishner, 
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1988) . 
In order to address the changing demographics in our 
society, schools and teachers must become more fully aware 
of and capable of accommodating greater diversity among the 
student population. It is becoming increasingly evident that 
students do not begin school with the readiness skills, 
social skills, and value system traditionally expected. 
Educators will need increased knowledge, training, and 
support in order to provide for both the academic achieve-
ment and social emotional growth of their students. The 
following section examines research related to the attitudes 
and behaviors of teachers and their potential effect on 
students. 
Teacher Attitude and Behavior 
The literature related to teachers' attitudes and 
behaviors clearly indicates these factors play an important 
role in determining student behavior. However, the research 
also suggests teachers are often alarmingly unaware of their 
behaviors in the classroom as well as the potential impact 
on student performance. 
According to Good and Brophy (1972) teachers form 
particular attitudes toward individual students and tend to 
communicate these attitudes, thus causing students to 
respond in a manner likely to reinforce the existing teacher 
attitude. Furthermore, Good and Brophy suggested that, once 
formed, teachers' attitudes begin to act as self-fulfilling 
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prophecies. They identified the need for research designs 
which combine behavioral recording and changes in student 
behaviors, such as initiatory rates, in order to determine 
if increased student participation might have an effect on 
teacher attitude and student achievement. 
A central issue pertaining to teachers' attitudes and 
behaviors seems to be teachers' apparent lack of awareness 
regarding their own classroom interactions. Jackson (1968) 
attributed this lack of awareness to the rapid pace of 
events in the classroom and continuous stream of interac-
tions which makes it extremely difficult for teachers to 
monitor their own behaviors and the behaviors of their 
students. Jenkins (1972) found teachers to be reasonably 
accurate in reporting student behavior requiring a teacher 
response such as hand raising. However, other studies 
(Ehman, 1970; Wolfson & Nash, 1974) have shown teachers to 
be remarkably inaccurate in reporting student behavior in 
the classroom. 
Jenkins (1972) also reported that teachers' ratings of 
individual students tended to be colored by their overall 
attitude towards the student, demonstrating the "halo ef-
fect.'' Nash (1973) similarly indicated that teacher percep-
tions of students tend to be global halos combining personal 
and achievement attributes. 
Of particular interest concerning teacher behaviors in 
the classroom are studies conducted by Silberman (1969), 
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Good and Brophy (1972), and Brophy and Everston (1980) which 
included examination of the number of opportunities to 
respond provided by teachers as well as the frequency of 
teacher praise and criticism. These investigations classi-
fied students into four groups characterized as attachment, 
indifference, concern, and rejection. The rejection group 
tended to represent most of the students with behavioral 
problems. Brophy and Evertson (1980) reported this group to 
be clearly avoided by teachers and to receive fewer oppor-
tunities to participate as well as less feedback concerning 
academic performance. Interactions with these students 
appeared to be primarily directed to behavioral rather than 
academic issues. 
Regarding the frequency of praise and criticism given 
by teachers, the above researchers found students with 
behavioral problems to receive higher rates of both praise 
and criticism. Silberman (1969) reported that teachers 
tended to quickly reprimand for misbehavior, but also to 
provide increased praise for this group of students. Good 
and Brophy (1972) suggested that frequent criticism was 
understandable based on the level of misbehavior, but postu-
lated that the unexpectedly high frequency of praise may 
have been an attempt by the teachers to compensate for their 
frequency to criticize. 
Brophy (1981) conducted subsequent research in the area 
of teacher praise to determine why numerous studies failed 
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to support the use of teacher praise as an important class-
room variable. He found teacher praise does not function as 
an effective reinforcer to students because it typically 
lacks specificity, contingency, and sincerity. Brophy sug-
gested that, to be an effective reinforcer, praise needs to 
be delivered systematically, sparingly, and spontaneously. 
His findings also indicate that praise is rarely given for 
good behavior. This has been reported to be especially true 
for the children from minority groups. For minority stu-
dents, praise is delivered less often, with less enthusiasm, 
and less contingently (Rist, 1970; Fleischner & VanAcker, 
1993). Similarly, Goodlad (1984) found a paucity of praise 
and correction in the classroom he studied. His research 
showed less than 3 percent (3%) of classroom time was devot-
ed to praise, criticism, or spontaneous comments of joy or 
humor. Goodlad suggested teachers need to be trained to 
provide students with feedback regarding their performance 
and praise for good work. 
Given the apparent lack of teacher awareness concerning 
their own behaviors in the classroom as well as the behav-
iors of their students, it is not surprising that teachers 
often do not make the most strategic classroom use of them-
selves. Research appears to support the need for increased 
awareness of their own classroom interactions as well as 
information regarding strategies known to promote student 
academic and behavioral success. In the following section, 
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literature related to student behavior will be reviewed. 
Student Behaviors 
Research clearly suggests the reciprocal relationship 
between teacher and student behaviors. Although the majority 
of the effective teaching literature focuses on teacher 
behaviors and their impact on student achievement, the 
evidence also clearly suggests that student behaviors affect 
teacher behaviors. Thus, changes in student behaviors ap-
pears as a key variable with potential impact on both teach-
er behavior and student achievement. 
A number of studies have been conducted to examine 
those student behaviors most likely to have a positive 
impact on achievement. For purposes of this study, two overt 
behaviors have been targeted for review and intervention. 
These two behaviors are "on-task" and "compliance" which 
repeatedly are demonstrated to be effective measures of 
student gains. 
The literature regarding student attention indicates 
that there is a positive relationship between on-task behav-
ior and student achievement (Bloom, 1976; Jackson, 1968; 
Rosenshine, 1978). For purposes of this study, on-task 
behavior is defined as class time in which students are 
engaged in "learning alone (actively reading, writing, 
speak1ng, or raising hand to speak), engaged in learning 
with peers (group discussions, working on assignments) 
and/or attending passively (listening or carrying on non-
academic procedures such as passing out papers)" (Kerr, 
Kent, & Lam, 1985, p. 471) 
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Piper and Hahn (1977) suggested teachers need to attend 
to on-task behaviors while minimizing attention to off-task 
behaviors. Similarly, other investigations have found that 
contingent teacher attention can be used to increase the on-
task behavior of students (Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968; 
Thomas, Becker, & Armstrong, 1968). Obviously the more on-
task and engaged a student becomes, the more practice will 
occur and the better learning will proceed. Research appears 
to support the identification of on-task and academic en-
gagement as an important target behavior for facilitating 
student success. 
A second key behavior related to student academic and 
behavioral success is compliance. Compliance was defined as 
"the desired response to prespecified requests" by Russo, 
Cataldo, & Cushing (1981) and as "performance of one or more 
requested responses within a pre-defined period of time 
after a command is issued" by Patterson (1982). According to 
Patterson (1982), child non-compliance is the keystone 
behavior from which overt conduct problems develop. Like-
wise, Russo, Cataldo, and Cushing (1981) identified non-
compliance as an important childhood problem. Recently, 
childhood non-compliance has been shown to be a predictive 
factor in the development of childhood aggression. 
In the present study, student compliance was selected 
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as a target behavior since it appears to have a significant 
impact on student success. Not only does student compliance 
appear to positively affect teacher behaviors toward stu-
dents (Silberman, 1969; Good & Brophy, 1974), but it also 
may result in increased opportunities for students to engage 
in on-task behaviors related to achievement (Brophy & 
Evertson, 1980). Finally, increased rates of student compli-
ance are known to affect classroom behavioral success. 
According to Wahler (1975), the reduction of non-compliance 
has been reported to lead to a concomitant reduction of 
oppositional behavior. This finding is supported by Russo, 
Cataldo, and Cushing (1981) who found decreases in deviant 
behaviors when compliance increased. Their results further 
indicated that increases in compliance to requests were 
directly related to the contingencies employed. The findings 
of these investigators seem to support the selection of 
compliance as a key student variable in promoting student 
success in the classroom. 
Collaborative Consultation 
Collaborative consultation is a frequent topic encoun-
tered in current educational literature. In general educa-
tion, collaboration is discussed as a critical factor in 
school reform (Friend & Cook, 1990; Lieberman, 1986; Porter, 
1987). In special education, collaboration is addressed as a 
factor in delivering services to many types of students 
including those at risk (West & Idol, 1990). The current 
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review focuses on the following issues: a) definition of 
collaborative consultation, b) differentiation between 
collaboration and the traditional consultative model, c) 
ecological observation as a component of collaborative 
consultation, and d) rationale for utilizing a collaborative 
method to facilitate student success. 
Definition of Collaborative Consultation 
Numerous authors have offered definitions of collabora-
tive consultation (Cook & Friend, 1991; Idol, Whitcomb, & 
Nevin, 1986; Fuchs, Fuchs, Bahr, Fernstrom & Stecker, 1990; 
Noll, Kamps & Seaborn, 1993; Idol, 1988). According to 
Friend and Cook (1991) collaboration is "a style for direct 
intervention between at least two co-equal parties involun-
tarily engaged in shared decision making as they worked 
toward common goals." Friend and Cook go on to describe the 
characteristics of collaboration as: voluntary participa-
tion, common goals, parity, shared decision making, shared 
accountability, shared resources, and trust which emerges as 
the result of continued collaborative efforts. Other re-
searchers (Idol, 1988; West & Idol, 1990) have suggested 
similar and consistent descriptions of collaborative consul-
tation. Rosenfeld (1987) defines the process as an inter-
change between two or more professional colleagues, in a 
non-hierarchial relationship, working together to resolve a 
problem. Overall, there appears to be consensus among a 
number of investigators that collaborative consultation 
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contains the elements of voluntary partnership, shared 
expertise, and joint goal identification, planning, and 
decision making. In the school setting, collaborative con-
sultation appears to be an approach that values equally the 
contributions of both the collaborator and the classroom 
teacher in planning appropriate intervention strategies for 
students experiencing academic or behavioral difficulties in 
the classroom. 
Differentiation Between Collaboration and the 
Traditional Consultative Model 
Special education consultation developed in the 1960's 
as a means of delivering services to children in schools in 
much the same manner as consultation had previously devel-
oped in other, more traditional areas of human services 
(Friend, 1991). In special education, consultation became a 
strategy used by special education teachers in working with 
regular education teachers. However, the model had a medical 
basis and was originally conceived as a means for experts to 
assist and guide less well trained personnel. This led to 
criticism of consultation as an expert based model (Johnson, 
Pugach, & Hammittee, 1988). The concern among special educa-
tors about perceptions of expert status and its effect on 
the relationship between regular teachers and special educa-
tion teachers contributed to the current trend toward col-
laboration (Friend, 1991). Educational consultation began to 
stress the need for collaborative working relationships 
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based on mutual respect and equivalent general education and 
special education contributions (Idol, Palucci-Whitcomb, & 
Nevin, 1986). Collaborative consultation appears to be 
gaining increasing strength as the method of choice to 
promote student success utilizing shared expertise and 
efforts of collaborative teachers and regular classroom 
teachers. 
Ecological Observation 
Ecological assessment is a component of collaborative 
consultation which is increasingly advocated in the litera-
ture as essential to the educational evaluation and inter-
vention process (Welch, 1994; Gutlan & Reynolds, 1990: Noll, 
Kamps, & Seaborn, 1993; Fuchs, Fernstrom, Reeder, Bowers, & 
Golman, 1992). Whereas the traditional evaluation/interven-
tion approach has employed a medical model focusing on the 
problem as existing within the student, an ecological per-
spective takes into account a variety of variables within 
the classroom environment. Ecological assessment typically 
includes observation of the learning environment, teacher 
and student interviews and systematic recording of classroom 
data including environmental factors and teacher-student 
interactions. 
The importance of observation is emphasized by 
Rosenfeld (1987). She indicates it is a rare case in which 
direct observation is not useful for gathering data on a 
child with an academic problem. She further states it is 
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essential to view the child in comparison to other children 
in the classroom rather than against arbitrary criterion 
which may not reflect the reality of the specific classroom. 
Finally, Rosenfeld stresses the importance of systematic 
observational procedures in order to minimize observer bias. 
According to Yseldyke and Christenson (1987) "learning 
and behavior do not occur in a vacuum." Rather, learning is 
an interactive process occurring between the student and the 
learning environment. Likewise, Graden, Casey, and Christen-
son (1986) stressed the importance of utilizing an ecologi-
cal perspective to determine the impact that instructional 
environmental factors have on student performance. Welch 
(1994) describes ecological assessment as an important step 
in collaborative consultation and defines it as a collabora-
tive process in which educators jointly examine a variety of 
components and variables within the learning environment 
that may impact on student performance. He further suggests 
ecological assessment can balance other traditional psycho-
educational testing procedures, providing educators with a 
more comprehensive student evaluation process. Additionally, 
information obtained through dialogue and collection of 
classroom data can be used to plan interventions. 
Rationale for Use of Collaborative Consultation 
There is rich support in the literature for the use of 
collaborative consultation in schools (West & Idol, 1990; 
Idol & West, 1987; Cook & Friend, 1991; Phillips & 
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McCullough, 1990; Simpson & Myles, 1990; Pryzwansky & White, 
1983; Noll, Kamps, & Seaborn, 1993). Prompted by the enact-
ment of Public Law 94-142 and the movement to maintain 
handicapped and high-risk students in the regular education 
classroom, educators, policy makers, researchers, and theo-
rists have called for a variety of educational reforms in 
order to serve this student population more effectively. 
Schrag (1990) points to increases in the number of students 
with learning and behavior problems because of poverty, 
child abuse, ethnic and language diversity, teen pregnancy, 
and drug dependence. Similarly, Simpson and Myles (1990) 
suggest that the myriad needs of children and the ever 
changing demands of society require new ways of providing an 
appropriate education to children with learning and behavior 
problems. They report that increased reliance on general 
educators to maintain responsibility for high-risk and 
disabled students demands a multifaceted support system that 
takes into consideration shared input, responsibility, and 
decision making between general and special educators to 
ensure an appropriate education for all students. 
Collaborative consultation is clearly viewed by a 
number of researchers as the most viable alternative for 
facilitating positive changes in the classroom. According to 
Idol and West (1987), effective consultation support servic-
es to disabled and high-risk students and their teachers has 
significant potential for positive influence by facilitating 
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collaborative planning and instruction between regular and 
special education and by finding solutions to learning and 
behavior problems. Phillips and McCullough (1990) report 
that the critical importance of collaboration is emerging in 
school improvement literature. They stress the importance of 
developing ways to effectively institute a collaborative 
ethic in schools. A study conducted by Pryzwansky and White 
(1983) suggests strong support for a collaborative approach 
as well as significant teacher preference for the collabora-
tive over expert approaches to problem solving. 
Self-Fulfilling Prophecy 
The self-fulfilling prophecy literature is reviewed in 
order to examine its potential effect in the present study. 
This possibility warrants consideration due to the fact that 
both the collaborative interventionist and the classroom 
teacher could be viewed as potential stakeholders in the 
current investigation. Additionally, self-fulfilling prophe-
cy has been frequently discussed in relation to teacher 
expectations and the resulting impact on student perfor-
mance. 
The term "self-fulfilling prophecy" was first coined by 
Merton (1968) in 1948, as a convenient shorthand for the 
famous dictum of W.I. Thomas that "if men define situations 
as real, they are real in their consequences" (Wineburg, 
1987). According to Merton (1968) the self-fulfilling proph-
ecy is, in the beginning, a false conception come true. He 
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contended it is the self-fulfilling prophecy which goes far 
toward explaining the dynamics of ethnic and racial conflict 
in America today. However, it was not until publication of 
Rosenthal and Jacobson's (1968) Pygmalion in the Classroom 
that self-fulfilling prophecy became a major event in educa-
tion. This classic study claimed to show teachers' expecta-
tions affected student intelligence. The study later became 
highly controversial due to an apparent lack of evidence. 
Following this controversy, the scholarly community wit-
nessed the second major event in the history of education 
self-fulfilling prophecy when, in 1970, Ray Rist published 
an article suggesting the failure of minority children was 
perpetuated by the bigotry of teachers (Wineburg, 1987). 
Jere Brophy (1983) conducted a comprehensive review of 
the literature on self-fulfilling prophecy effects with 
emphasis on application to teachers and students. Brophy 
concluded a minority of teachers have major expectation 
effects on their students' achievement, but that such ef-
fects are minimal for most teachers because their expecta-
tions are generally accurate and open to corrective feed-
back. Brophy suggested the expectations of teachers concern-
ing students in their classroom are generally accurate and 
based on valid information and that differential treatment 
of students in their classrooms represents appropriate 
individualization of instruction or response to differential 
student behaviors rather than biased or inappropriate treat-
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ment. Brophy estimated that, although the potential for 
teachers' expectations to function as self-fulfilling proph-
ecies always exists, the extent to which they actually do so 
in typical classrooms is probably limited, averaging perhaps 
a 5% to 10% effect per student. 
Although the self-fulfilling prophecy effect on teacher 
student interactions continues to be debated, it appears 
that current research and observation of actual classrooms 
would support the contention that the self-fulfilling proph-
ecy effect is limited in most classrooms today. In the case 
of the collaborative intervention and classroom teacher 
participants in the present investigation, several factors 
would tend to refute the existence of a self-fulfilling 
prophecy effect. First, this study involves a systematic and 
objective data collection procedure. Second, inter-rater 
reliability was established at a highly consistent level of 
agreement across all observers for the duration of the data 
collection activities. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The present study was designed to explore the effec-
tiveness of a teacher collaboration intervention program 
crafted to assist teachers in meeting the needs of students 
identified to be at "high-risk'' for academic and behavioral 
problems in school. This investigation was focused on the 
collection of empirical data related to the impact of the 
teacher collaborative intervention program on classroom 
teachers' attitudes, classroom teachers' behaviors, and 
students' behaviors. Information related to the nature and 
effectiveness of the intervention process was also gathered 
from both teachers and interventionists within the treatment 
condition. Three postulated hypotheses for the current 
investigation are stated un Chapter One of the present study 
in the null form with the .05 level of significance selected 
as the alpha level for acceptance or rejection of each 
hypothesis. 
Setting 
The community from which this sample was drawn consist-
ed of two separate school districts within the same city, 
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geographically divided by a river. Although there were many 
similarities in the sample populations, the communities 
differed significantly in the overall socio-economic levels 
and racial ethnic backgrounds of the residents. The two 
districts are similar in average class size and time devoted 
to teaching of core subjects. The gender and average years 
of teaching experience for teachers were also similar. The 
demographic characteristics for the student population for 
both school districts are presented in Table 1. 
Table 1.--School District Demographics 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian/P. Islander 
Native American 
Low-Income 
% Experimental 
61 
18.5 
18.8 
1. 5 
0.1 
24.7 
Limited-Eng.-Proficient 2.7 
Student Mobility 18.9 
% Control 
28 
19.6 
51. 3 
0.9 
0.2 
46.6 
22.4 
39.6 
Source: Information obtained from Illinois State Board of 
Education 1993-94 School Year Report Card. 
Subjects 
The total sample population consisted of 70 identified 
"high-risk" elementary students who received a third disci-
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pline referral from a classroom teacher to the principal's 
office. The experimental group consisted of 35 identified 
"high-risk" elementary students from the west side district 
and the control group consisted of 35 identified "high-risk" 
elementary students from the east side district. 
Students were drawn from ten elementary school 
buildings. The experimental group was drawn from five ele-
mentary schools from the west side district and the control 
group was drawn from five elementary schools from the east 
side district. The age of the experimental group ranged from 
5 to 12 years (M = 8.2 years; SD= 1.2 years). The age of 
the control group ranged from 7 to 11 years (M = 9.2 years; 
SD= 1.2 years). The student demographics are summarized in 
Table 2. 
The teacher subjects in this study consisted of general 
and special education teachers who taught in ten elementary 
public schools. The experimental group consisted of 18 
teachers while the control group was comprised of 20 teach-
ers. The number of subjects for each group differed accord-
ing to the number of student referrals. The years of teach-
ing experience for the experimental group ranged from three 
to thirty-eight years (X = 15.3). The years of teaching 
experience for the control group ranged from four to thirty-
one years (X = 13.7). A summary of the teacher demographic 
variables is presented in Table 3. 
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Table 2.--Target Student Demographics 
Characteristic % Experimental S-0 Control 
(n = 35) (n = 35) 
Race 
White 42.9 (n = 15) 14.3 (n = 5) 
Black 42.9 (n = 15) 48.6 (n = 17) 
Hispanic 14.3 (n = 5) 37.1 (n = 13) 
Other 0 (n = 0) 0 (n = 0) 
Program 
Regular Education 71.4 (n = 25) 91.4 (n = 32) 
Special Education 28.6 (n = 10) 8.6 (n = 3) 
Gender 
Male 85.7 (n = 30) 77.1 (n = 27) 
Female 14.3 (n = 5) 22.9 (n = 8) 
Grade 
K 11.4 (n = 4) 0 (n = 0) 
1 31.4 (n = 11) 0 (n = 0) 
2 2.9 (n = 1) 25.7 (n = 9) 
3 17.1 (n = 6) 25.7 (n = 9) 
4 8.6 (n = 3) 17.1 (n = 6) 
5 5.7 (n = 2) 31.4 (n = 11) 
6 22.9 (n = 8) 0 (n = 0) 
Independent Variables 
The collaborative intervention program consisted of a 
series of interactive intervention processes aimed at pro-
viding general and special education teachers with feedback 
on classroom management and instructional strategies. A 
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Table 3.--Teacher Demographics 
Characteristic % Experimental g, 0 Control 
(n = 18) (n = 20) 
Race 
White 94.4 (n = 17) 50 (n = 10) 
Black 0 (n = 0) 30 (n = 6) 
Hispanic 0 (n = 0) 20 (n = 4) 
Other 5.6 (n = 1) 0 (n = 0) 
Gender 
Male 5.6 (n = 1) 0 (n 0) 
Female 94 .4 (n = 17) 100 (n = 2 0) 
Certification 
Regular Education 100 (n = 18) 100 (n = 2 0) 
Special Education 16 (n = 3) 10 (n = 2) 
student who is displaying behavioral and/or academic prob-
lems may be referred to a collaborative interventionist. The 
collaborative interventionist observes the child in the 
setting where the problems occur (playground, lunchroom, or 
classrooms). Through systematic observation, the collabo-
rative interventionist records data describing the classroom 
environment, student's behavior and teacher-peer-student 
interactions. The collaborative interventionist records 
teachers behaviors (eg., distribution of attention, opportu-
nities for student response, academic/behavioral praise, 
academic/behavioral reprimands). A wide range of student 
behaviors are also recorded (eg., on-task compliance to 
academic/behavior requests, peer interactions, out of seat 
behavior and talk outs). 
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After identifying and describing student and teacher 
behaviors, the collaborative interventionist works with the 
classroom teacher to establish potentially effective inter-
vention strategies. These strategies are directed to stress 
those instructional approaches observed in the classroom 
that resulted in the greatest level of success for the 
targeted student. These strategies are based upon the effec-
tive schools and/or effective teaching literature. The 
collaborative interventionist then meets with target stu-
dent(s) to review the observational record and to discuss 
the intervention program that is going to be established to 
alleviate inappropriate behaviors. The collaborative inter-
ventionist also assists in the provision of materials (eg., 
reinforcers, curriculum modifications) for the program, 
teaches in the classroom with general education teachers 
when considered to be necessary, and monitors the program 
interventions. 
Dependent Measures 
Classroom Behavior Inventory 
The Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI) Short Form K-12, 
developed by Schaefer, Edgerton, and Aaronson (1977) was 
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used to measure teachers' attitude. The CBI was designed to 
explore a teacher's perception of a specific child's behav-
ior. It has been widely used by researchers and has been 
found to correlate highly with academic achievement 
(Schaefer, 1979). Test-retest reliabilities have ranged from 
.85 to .96. Teacher ratings of student's classroom behaviors 
were obtained on three bipolar attributes: {a) task orienta-
tion (perseverance/attentiveness) versus distractibility 
(hyperactivity/impulsivity); (b) extroversion (expresive-
ness/spontaneity) versus introversion (insecurity/sadness); 
and (c) considerateness (patience/tolerance) versus hostili-
ty (retaliation/verbal abuse). The CBI provides a guide for 
sampling the domain of child adaptation to the classroom as 
measured by teacher ratings. Both total teacher group scores 
and individual teacher scores may be separately analyzed. 
Previous findings suggest that the CBI is a relatively 
economical, reliable, and valid instrument for collecting 
data on both teacher and student classroom behavior 
(Schaefer, 1975). 
The CBI was completed by the referring classroom 
teacher prior to and again following intervention at a three 
month interval. The CBI scale scores were used in this 
investigation as a measure of change in teacher attitude 
toward referred students as a result of the program inter-
vention process. That is to say that changes in student 
behavior as measured by the subscales of the CBI were as-
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sumed to be measures of the effectiveness of the collabora-
tive intervention process and the strategies provided by the 
collaborative intervention specialist to the referring 
classroom teachers. 
Observation of Teachers and Students 
The Behavior and Environmental Assessment of Students 
and Teachers (BEAST) form developed by VanAcker, Grant, and 
Getty (1990) was used to assess classroom teacher and stu-
dent behavior (see Appendix B). The Behavior and Environmen-
tal Assessment of Students and Teachers (BEAST) is an as-
sessment tool designed to guide the observer with respect to 
the systematic observation of classroom environments, behav-
iors and student-teacher interactions. Student and teacher 
behaviors are sampled on either an event or momentary time 
sampled basis. The teacher behaviors sampled involved the 
distribution of teacher attention; including opportunities 
to respond, number of behavioral requests, number of praise 
statements, and number of reprimand statements provided to 
each student. Student behaviors sampled include on-task and 
compliance. Specific measurements are recorded in frequency, 
rate per minute, duration or percentage. Finally it should 
be noted that this instrument is based on recent teacher 
effectiveness literature and has proven to be a valid and 
sensitive measure of both student and teacher behavior 
change. Inter-observer reliability was established prior to 
research application (VanAcker, Grant, & Getty, 1991; 
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VanAcker, Grant, & Henry, In Press). Appendix C presents the 
specific code categories and operational definitions em-
ployed for the systematic observation of classroom behavior. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Observational data was collected employing both paper 
and pencil techniques and through the use of an Epson HX-20 
laptop computer. The computer was programmed for real-time 
multiple-entry data capture (VanAcker, Grant, & Getty, 
1991). Each behavior code was allocated a key on the comput-
er, and press-on tabs indicated to the observers where each 
code was located on the keyboard. When a response was ob-
served to begin, the corresponding key on the computer was 
depressed; the computer stored the behavior code and the 
starting time in seconds. When the response was determined 
to have ended, the key was depressed a second time, and the 
computer stored the ending time in seconds. Responses could 
occur in combination with each other, and the computer was 
programmed to accept multiple entries. 
The computer then listed the behavioral events in the 
order they occurred, their starting times, ending times, and 
durations. The Epson HX-20 also computed the total occur-
rences of each behavior, the behavioral responses per min-
ute, the total duration of each behavioral category, and the 
percentage of time each behavior occurred. 
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Observer Training 
Four collaborative interventionists were trained by an 
outside consultant in the usage of the Behavioral and Envi-
ronmental Assessment of Students and Teachers and techniques 
for observing teachers, students, and classroom environ-
ments. Commencement of the study was delayed until the 
observers met training criterion. Training consisted of four 
phases. The initial phase required the observers to pass a 
criterion test (100% accuracy) on the various behavioral 
codes and their operational definitions. Secondly, observers 
had to pass a criterion test (95% accuracy) where these 
codes were applied to written vignettes of classroom inter-
action. The observers were then introduced to the computer 
system and required to code videotaped segments until they 
were able to reach a minimum of 85% overall percentage 
agreement with the criterion coding of three consecutive 
tapes. The observers were then paired and sent to code in 
vivo classroom interaction. Each pair of observers coded the 
same classrooms until they reached a pre-determined cri-
terion level of interobserver reliability. The criterion em-
ployed was an overall percentage agreement of 85% or better 
with no single code agreement below 80% over three consecu-
tive twenty minute observation sessions. 
Interobserver Reliability 
Interobserver agreement was calculated for both the 
duration and frequency of responses, as each dimension had 
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differential relevance depending upon the research question 
at hand. For example, when examining on-task behavior, the 
interobserver agreement on response duration was of critical 
importance. On the other hand, when recording student com-
pliance and teacher patterns of praise and reprimand the 
reliability of the occurrence of the various behaviors 
(frequency) was the dimension of interest. 
Agreement on the dimension of frequency was calculated 
through the use of a "window algorithm" (MacLean, Tapp, & 
Johnson, 1985) in which an agreement was defined as an 
occasion when two observers coded the occurrence of the same 
behavior code within 2-sec of each other. Agreement on 
response duration was calculated by treating the data as if 
it consisted of a stream of 1-sec intervals. Agreements were 
scored for each 1-sec interval in which both primary and 
secondary observers' data streams contained the same codes 
(MacLean, Tapp, & Johnson, 1985). Interobserver agreement 
was assessed on 10% of the observation sessions distributed 
across classrooms and time. 
Teacher/Interventionist Questionnaire 
Simple questionnaires were developed and distributed to 
both the collaborative interventionists and the classroom 
teachers in the experimental group in order to obtain feed-
back concerning the process and attitudes displayed towards 
effectiveness of the collaborative intervention program (see 
Appendix D). The questionnaires requested participants to 
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indicate their satisfaction with the collaborative interven-
tion program by responses on nine Likert-scale items. Both 
parties rated each of the questions from 1 to 9 (1 = a great 
deal, 8 = very little). See Appendix D for a copy of this 
measure. 
Procedures 
As noted earlier, the population from which the sample 
was drawn was comprised of students and teachers from ten 
elementary schools in two suburban districts of the Chicago 
Metropolitan area and represented a cross section of socio-
economic, ethnic groups, and educational levels. In early 
August of 1992, a summary description of the investigation 
was mailed to the principals of the ten participating ele-
mentary schools to inform them of the procedures to be 
employed in the study (see Appendix E) and of the superin-
tendents' approval for conduct of the study in the dis-
tricts. This mailing was followed by an announcement of a 
group meeting with the principals to discuss the study in 
greater depth and to respond to any questions related to the 
proposed investigation. 
During September, 1992, a meeting was held to further 
explain the research project to the teachers of those build-
ings in which the study took place. A written consent form 
was obtained from each of the participating teachers and 
participating principals (see Appendices E and F). Teachers 
were allowed to decline participation or withdraw at any 
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time. In addition, a letter of agreement from both partici-
pating school districts was obtained for the conduct of the 
investigation (see Appendix G). 
A letter of permission was sent home to each child in 
all ten elementary buildings at the beginning of the school 
year (See Appendix H). Parents were allowed to decline 
participation of their child or have their child withdrawn 
from the study at any time. Students received a small token 
incentive (eg., small toy) for returning the signed consent 
form regardless of whether the child was allowed to partici-
pate. The incentive was provided by this investigator. Data 
collection commenced beginning September, 1992, and conclud-
ed in May, 1993. 
Students receiving their third discipline referral to 
the principal's office were identified as being at high-
risk. These students participated in the study. A discipline 
referral was defined as a situation in which the teacher 
sent a student to the principal's office and felt that some 
action should be taken. Examples of incidents resulting in 
discipline referrals included: refusal to work; fighting; 
insubordination; and use of inappropriate language (see 
Appendix I). This event triggered a referral to one of the 
collaborative interventionists. Upon receipt of the refer-
ral, the principals contacted the collaborative interven-
tionist and requested an observation. The principal provided 
the referring classroom teacher with the Classroom Behavior 
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Inventory. The referring teacher completed the inventory and 
returned it to the principal. Stapled to the form was an 
envelope containing three $1.00 bills to compensate teachers 
for their time in completing the required paperwork. The 
principal mailed the inventory in a confidential envelope 
provided by the researcher through interoffice mail. The 
collaborative interventionists observed the classroom, 
teacher, and student(s), and completed a Behavioral and 
Environmental Assessment of Students and Teachers. 
Three months later, the collaborative interventionist 
again conducted a post-observation using the Behavioral 
Environmental Assessment of Students and Teachers to see if 
any observable changes had commenced in either teacher or 
student behaviors since the prior administration. At the 
same time, the classroom teacher secured the Classroom 
Behavior Inventory from the principal, completed, and re-
turned it to the principal in a confidential envelope sup-
plied by the researcher. Stapled to the form was once again 
an envelope containing three $1.00 bills to compensate con-
tinued participation. 
Students and teachers in the five expe~ifuental group 
schools received the collaborative intervention process 
treatment which included: observing classroom, student, and 
teacher; completing the Behavioral and Environmental Assess-
ment of Students and Teachers; working with the classroom 
teacher to develop an intervention plan; meeting with the 
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student to review the plan; providing necessary supplies and 
monitoring the program. Students and teachers in the five 
control groups did not receive the collaborative interven-
tion process treatment. 
The schools in the original control group identified 
twelve ''high-risk" students who had received a third disci-
pline referral. Since these twelve students did not repre-
sent a sufficient control group, additional high-risk sub-
jects were secured from a study being conducted concurrently 
in both districts by the University of Illinois at Chicago. 
Design 
Overall, the investigation employed a quasi-field 
experimental research design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). 
Given that the study was conducted in a natural field set-
ting, it was not possible to randomly assign schools, teach-
ers, and students to treatment and non-treatment control 
conditions. Figure 1 presents a schematic representation of 
the design of the study. 
Analysis of Data 
The data obtained were computerized for scoring and 
data analysis utilizing the Systat subprogram for multivari-
ate binary techniques (1992). The overall intent of these 
efforts was to determine if relationships exist between the 
collaborative intervention strategy and the pre-and post-
observed classroom behaviors of both the classroom teachers 
Teacher Refers Child As 
"High-Risk" For Behavioral 
and Academic Problems 
Teacher Completes CBI 
Systematic Observation of 
Teacher and Child Behavior 
Employing Both Pencil and 
Paper and Computer Based 
Systems to Obtain Pre-Inter-
vention Data 
West Side District 
Teachers and Students 
Are Provided Collabo-
rative Intervention 
East Side District Teach-
ers and Students Serve as 
"No Treatment Controls" 
Approximately Three Months 
Elapse 
Post-Intervention CBI Com-
pleted By All Teachers For 
Both Treatment and Control 
Students 
Post-Intervention Observa-
tion of Student and Teacher 
Behavior 
West Side District 
Teachers and Interven-
tionists Complete the 
Teacher/Intervention-
ist Questionnaire 
Figure 1. Design of the Study 
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and the referred students, thus determining what the influ-
ence, if any, a collaborative intervention may have and the 
necessity of establishing, expanding or modifying its con-
tinued use within the participating school district. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
Once again, it should be noted that the study was 
designed to examine the impact of a collaborative interven-
tion program designed to promote the strategic use of teach-
er behavior to assist high-risk students. An initial look at 
the demographic characteristics of students and teachers was 
undertaken. Then, interobserver agreement on the data codes 
employed was examined. Teacher behavior was explored as it 
is directed toward target students. As a test of generaliza-
tion of the effects of intervention, teacher behavior as 
directed towards students in the class as a whole was sys-
tematically explored. Teacher behavior was examined initial-
ly as it is believed that change in teacher behavior would 
precede change in student behavior. The study was also 
designed to examine student behavior related to task en-
gagement behavior and compliance to teacher requests. Final-
ly, a report is provided related to the results of a ques-
tionnaire completed by teachers in the experimental group 
and the interventionists related to the evaluation of the 
collaboration process. 
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Examination of Demographic Variables 
The initial comparative analysis involved a series oft 
tests across groups conducted on the target students' demo-
graphic variables including age, grade, and gender. The 
results are presented in Table 4. There was a significant 
difference found between the two groups based on age. The 
treatment group was significantly younger than the non-
treatment control group. Group differences on the basis of 
ethnicity were analyzed by use of a chi square fork inde-
pendent samples. The results indicated that the experimental 
group was significantly different than the control group 
(x2 = 8.665, df = 2, p < .05). The control schools had a 
higher percentage of hispanic students and a lower perentage 
of white students than the experimental schools. 
Table 4.--Descriptive Data 
Control Experimental 
Measure Group n Group n t p 
Grade 3.543 35 2.886 35 1.556 .126 
Gender 1. 229 35 1.143 35 0.914 .364 
Age 9.286 35 8.286 35 2.263 .028* 
*Denotes significance at the p < .05 
A similar examination comparing the teachers from each 
group found they too differed significantly on the variable 
of ethnicity (x2 = 12, df = 3, p < .01) (Siegle, 1956). No 
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other significant demographic differences were found across 
groups for target students. The control schools had a higher 
percentage of hispanic teachers and a lower percentage of 
white teachers than the experimental schools. 
Interobserver Agreement 
When employing data from direct observation of behav-
ior, a primary concern relates to the level of confidence a 
reader may place in these data. Interobserver agreement was 
calculated for both the duration and frequency of target 
behavioral responses. The overall percentage frequency 
agreement (agreement over agreement+ disagreement X 100) 
was 96.9 (range= 75% to 100%) and the overall percentage 
duration agreement was 99.1 (range= 96.7 to 100%). It 
should be noted that Yarrow and Waxler (1979) have reported 
that while the overall (averaged) reliability of a study 
might be quite acceptable, significant fluctuation of reli-
ability estimates across codes and across individual sub-
jects is not unusual. Both the mean percentage agreement for 
frequency and duration and the high and low percentages for 
each code are reported in Table 5. The reader should note 
that for three behaviors, the low for interobserver agree-
ment was zero. In each case these were extremely low rate 
behaviors occurring only once or twice in the observational 
session. Thus, their overall impact on the estimate of 
interobserver agreement is negligible. 
Table 5.--Interobserver Agreement Data 
Frequency Mean 
Code % Agreement High% Low 
1 90.6 100 75 
2 87.5 100 ( 0) 
3 +100 100 100 
4 +100 100 100 
5 +100 100 100 
6 100 100 100 
I 75 100 ( 0) 
\ 100 100 100 
Q 95.7 100 66 
w 91.5 100 66 
E 100 100 100 
R 100 100 100 
T +100 100 100 
y +100 100 100 
u 100 100 100 
I 100 100 100 
0 100 100 100 
A 100 100 100 
s 100 100 100 
D 100 100 100 
Note: Frequency codes+ 2 second window of agreement 
+ non-occurrence agreement 
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% 
(Table continues) 
Table 5 (continued) .--Interobserver Agreement Data 
Frequency Mean 
Code 9--0 Agreement High % Low 9--0 
F 100 100 100 
G 96.8 100 75 
H 94.1 100 75 
J 87.5 100 ( 0) 
K +100 100 100 
L +100 100 100 
X * 98.6 100 93.4 
C * +100 100 100 
V ** +100 100 71. 6 
B ** 96.7 100 98.8 
N ** +100 100 100 
M ** 100 100 100 
Note: Frequency codes+ 2 second window of agreement 
*, **=Duration - same codes in running stream of 1 sec 
intervals + non-occurrence agreement 
Results of the CBI and 
Teacher Attitude Variable 
Teacher Attitude 
Teacher attitude has been posited to be an important 
variable which may affect teacher behavior and student 
success. The first hypothesis of this study dealt with 
testing for differences between teachers' attitudes as 
assessed by the Classroom Behavior Inventory before and 
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after the teacher intervention program across the experi-
mental and control groups. Means and standard deviations for 
the teacher ratings of student behavior are presented in 
Table 6. The higher the score, the more positive the 
teacher's attitude toward the target subject. 
Table 6.--Means and Standard Deviations on the Schaefer 
Bipolar Classroom Behavior Inventory Dimensions and 
Total Test 
Hostility 
Control 
Experimental 
Considerateness 
Control 
Experimental 
Task Orientation 
Control 
Experimental 
Distractibility 
Control 
Experimental 
Extroversion 
Control 
Experimental 
Introversion 
Control 
Experimental 
Total CBI 
Control 
Experimental 
Note: N = 70 
X 
5.286 
6.543 
6.000 
6.771 
5.743 
5.400 
5.000 
4.314 
9.171 
9.257 
8.286 
8.571 
39.543 
40.857 
SD 
2.527 
3.109 
2.425 
2.462 
2.466 
2.403 
1.879 
1.451 
2.673 
2.214 
2.596 
2.512 
7.097 
7.220 
X 
5.400 
7.229 
6.543 
7.800 
5.971 
6.914 
4.514 
5.286 
9.429 
10.029 
8.229 
8.943 
40.086 
46.200 
SD 
2.648 
2.745 
2.331 
2.112 
2.345 
2.331 
1.616 
1. 888 
2.429 
1.992 
2.426 
2.600 
7.827 
8.206 
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A one way MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of Variance) 
was run on the pretest data (by scale) of the Classroom 
Behavior Inventory (CBI) followed by univariate F tests to 
determine if the groups were homogenous. The result of this 
analysis is presented in Table 7. No significant differences 
were found. Teacher ratings of student behavior were not 
found to be significantly different across the experimental 
and control groups at the time of pre-testing on any of the 
subscales of the CBI. 
Table 7.--MANOVA (Pre-Test) CBI 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F Prob 
Hostility 27.657 1 27.657 3.446 0.068 
Considerateness 10.414 1 10.414 1.744 0.191 
Task Orientation 2.057 1 2.057 0.347 0.558 
Distractibility 8.229 1 8.229 2.921 0.092 
Extroversion 0.129 1 0.129 0.021 0.884 
Introversion 1.429 1 1.429 0.219 0.641 
WILKS' LAMBDA = 0.898 
F-Statistic = 1.195 DF= 6, 63 Prob= 0.321 
To determine differences between the experimental and 
control groups at post-testing, a one way MANOVA was run 
followed by univariate F tests. The results are summarized 
in Table 8. Overall, in terms of the six subscales, there 
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were no significant differences found across the groups. 
However, the univariate analysis did indicate univariate 
difference on two scales (hostility and considerateness). It 
should be noted that these findings must be interpreted with 
caution since there were no significant differences found on 
the subscales overall. 
Table 8.--MANOVA 
Variable 
Hostility 
Considerateness 
Task Orientation 
Distractibility 
Extroversion 
Introversion 
WILKS' LAMBDA= 
F-Statistic = 
(Post-Test) 
Sum of 
Squares 
58.514 
27.657 
15.557 
10.414 
6.300 
8.929 
0.844 
1.938 
CBI 
DF 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
DF = 
Mean 
Square F Prob 
58.514 8.045 0.006 
27.657 5.593 0.021 
15.557 2.846 0.096 
10.414 3.374 0.071 
6.300 1.277 0.262 
8.929 1.412 0.239 
6, 63 Prob= 0.088 
There was a statistically significant difference found 
across groups on the hostility and considerateness scales of 
the CBI at post-test, the students in treatment were rated 
as being considerably less hostile and more considerate than 
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students in the non-treatment control group. As a bipolar 
measure, it would be expected that changes in hostility 
would predict changes in considerateness. There were no 
significant group differences found on any of the other 
scales. Figure 2 presents the pre/post differences of stu-
dent hostility, while Figure 3 represents teacher ratings of 
student considerateness. Therefore we can reject null 
hypothesis number 1 as there were significant differences 
between classroom teachers' attitudes toward the identified 
high-risk students following intervention as assessed by the 
Classroom Behavior Inventory. 
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Teacher Behavior 
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Teacher behavior has been shown to have an important 
effect on academic and behavioral performance. The second 
hypothesis dealt with the differences between teachers' 
behaviors as assessed by direct observation before and after 
the teacher intervention. One would expect changes in teach-
er behavior following intervention (eg., changes in (a) 
number of opportunities, (b) number of requests, (c) praise 
statements, or (d) reprimand statements the teachers would 
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provide students). 
Data were collected related to teacher's behavior 
directed toward the target students as well as behavior 
targeted to the class as a whole. This information served as 
an indicator of the generalization effects of the inter-
vention program. Number of opportunities to respond, number 
of requests, and level of praise have been suggested by 
Brophy and Good (1974) as predictors of achievement. The 
results of group comparisons on these variables are present-
ed in the sections that follow. 
Behavior Directed at Target 
High-Risk Students 
Means and standard deviations for teacher behavior 
directed toward target students are presented in Table 9. 
A one way MANOVA on pre-intervention data indicated signifi-
cant group differences on opportunities to respond and 
number of requests between the treatment and control group 
teachers. The WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be statistically 
significant (p < .000). The teachers in the experimental 
group provided significantly more opportunities to respond 
to their students (p < .000) and more behavioral requests 
(p = .015). There were no significant between group differ-
ences found for teacher praise or teacher reprimand. Table 
10 presents the results of this analysis. 
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Table 9.--Means and Standard Deviations on Computer Tallied 
Teacher Behavior Toward Target Subjects 
PRE 
X SD 
O:g:gortunities to Res:gond 
Control 
Experimental 
Number of Reguests 
Control 
Experimental 
Total Praise 
Control 
Experimental 
Total Re:grimand 
Control 
Experimental 
Table 10.--MANOVA -
Variable 
Opportunity to 
Respond 
Number of Requests 
Total Praise 
Total Reprimand 
WILKS' LAMBDA= 
F-Statistic = 
3.829 2.813 
11.829 9.781 
5.943 5.831 
9.457 5.977 
5.429 3.301 
7.286 5.523 
6.771 6.603 
5.600 4.320 
Teacher Behaviors 
Sum of 
Squares 
1120.000 
216.129 
60.357 
24.014 
0.675 
7.815 
Mean 
DF Square 
1 1120.000 
1 216.129 
1 60.357 
1 24.014 
DF= 4, 65 
POST 
X SD 
2.829 2.595 
13.657 9.045 
2.400 2.239 
13.029 6.483 
4.629 3.388 
11.429 6.147 
4.343 3.253 
3.057 2.990 
F Prob 
21.624 0.000 
6.200 0.015 
2.916 0.092 
0.772 0.383 
Prob= 0.000 
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Due to significant pre-intervention group differences, 
a MANCOVA followed by a univariate ANCOVA employing adjusted 
means was utilized to examine opportunities to respond and 
number of requests across groups. This procedure allows for 
post-intervention comparisons controlling for pre-interven-
tion group differences. The WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be 
statistically significant (p < .000). The results of the 
MANCOVA are presented in Table 11 and detail statistically 
significant differences on post-intervention opportunities 
to respond and number of requests. 
Table 11. - -MANCOVA Post-Test - Teacher Behaviors 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F Prob 
Opportunity 1135.128 1 1135.128 26.520 0.000 
To Respond 
Number 1256.744 1 1256.744 52.660 0.000 
of Requests 
WILKS' LAMBDA = 0.534 
F-Statistic = 28.329 DF = 2, 65 Prob = 0.000 
Table 12 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for post opportunities to respond. Univariate ANCOVAS were 
used to test the significance of the effect of the experi-
mental treatment on the post-test scores of opportunities to 
respond adjusted for the pre-test performance. The adjusted 
least square mean for the experimental group was 13.473, 
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while the adjusted least square mean for the control group 
was 3.012. In the case of opportunities to respond, the 
treatment effect was found to be significant (p < .000). 
Table 12.--Univariate ANCOVA - Opportunities to Respond 
Post Opportunities to Respond 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 1452.945 1 1452.945 32.412 0.000 
Opportunity 
To Respond 7.444 1 7.444 0.166 0.685 
Hypothesis 1452.945 1 1452.945 32.415 0.000 
Teachers in the experimental condition displayed an 
increase in the opportunities they provided to their stu-
dents to respond. Teachers in the control condition, on the 
other hand, showed a slight decrease in the number of oppor-
tunities to respond provided to students. These findings are 
displayed in Figure 4. 
Table 13 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for number of requests. Univariate ANCOVAS were used to test 
the significance of the experimental treatment effect on the 
post-test scores of number of requests adjusted for the pre-
test performance. The adjusted least square mean for the 
experimental group was 12.867, while the adjusted least 
square mean for the control group was 2.562. As indicated in 
Table 13, in the case of number of requests, the adjusted 
least square mean shows that the treatment effect was sig-
nificant (p < .000), while the number of requests was not 
found to be significant during the pre-test phase of the 
investigation. 
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Table 13.--Univariate ANCOVA - Number of Requests 
Post Number of Requests 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 1703.066 1 1703.066 72.252 0.000 
Number of Requests 20.111 1 20.111 0.853 0.359 
Hypothesis 1703.066 1 1703.066 72.252 0.000 
Figure 5 indicates, once again, after controlling for 
pre-intervention differences, that teachers in the treatment 
condition provided a significant increase in the number of 
requests they provided their students while teachers in the 
control condition demonstrated a decrease. 
To test for differences on the teacher behavior post-
test measures of total praise and total reprimand, a one-way 
MANOVA was run followed by the univariate F tests. The 
WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be significant (p < .000). There 
was a statistically significant difference on the teacher 
behavior post-measure 
{ adj . Xcontrol = 4 . 6 2 9, XExperimental = 11. 4 2 9) 
of total praise (p < .000), however, there was no signifi-
cant difference on the total reprimand variable across 
groups. Teachers within the experimental condition provided 
significantly more praise to their students following the 
collaborative intervention (see Figure 6). 
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Table 14 depicts the results of the one-way MANOVA for 
total praise and reprimand. 
Table 14.--MANOVA - Total Praise and Reprimand 
Univariate F Tests 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Post Total 809.200 1 809.200 32.856 0.000 
Praise 
Post Total 28.929 1 28.929 2.964 0.090 
Reprimand 
WILKS' LAMBDA= 0.622 
F-Statistic = 20.367 DF = 2, 67 Prob = 0.000 
In summary, following the intervention, teachers al-
tered their behavior as directed towards the target stu-
dents. Specifically, they increased the opportunities to 
respond, the number of behavioral requests, and the fre-
quency of praise delivered to those students in the treat-
ment condition. Interestingly, a slight decrease in the 
number of opportunities to respond was observed for students 
in the control condition. No difference was observed in the 
level of reprimand delivered to either group. Thus, we may 
reject null hypothesis number 2. 
Behavior Directed Toward 
Class as a Whole 
Means and standard deviations for teacher behaviors 
directed toward the class as a whole are presented in Table 
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15. This table presents the average experience for any given 
student. This was calculated by dividing the total frequency 
of each behavior observed in a session by the number of 
students in a class. 
Table 15.--Pre-Intervention Teacher Behaviors Toward Group 
as a Whole 
PRE POST 
X SD X SD 
O:g:gortunities to Res:gond 
Control 1. 621 2.110 0.511 0.488 
Experimental 0.886 0.386 1. 031 0.630 
Verbal Praise Academics 
Control 0.332 0.335 0.269 0.426 
Experimental 0.506 0.279 0.763 0.465 
Verbal Praise Behavior 
Control 0.075 0.118 0.134 0.247 
Experimental 0.126 0.136 0.211 0.247 
Verbal Re:grimand 
Academics 
Control 0.153 0.173 0.274 0.444 
Experimental 0.286 0.530 0.126 0.196 
Verbal Re:grimand 
Behavior 
Control 0.432 0.650 0.591 0.542 
Experimental 0.323 0.374 0.191 0.244 
A one-way MANOVA was run on the pretest data of the 
teacher group variables followed by univariate F tests. The 
WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be statistically significant 
(p < .000). The results of this analysis are presented in 
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Table 16. There were no significant differences found be-
tween teacher group verbal praise for behavior (p = .105) or 
teacher group reprimand for academics (p = .169) and 
reprimand for behavior (p = .391). There were, however, 
significant differences found in opportunities to respond 
(p = .047) and teacher verbal praise for academics 
(p = .022). Thus, teachers in the control group gave more 
opportunities to respond to the class as a whole compared to 
the experimental group teachers who gave more praise to the 
students as a whole. 
Table 16.--MANOVA - Teacher Behavior Directed Toward Class 
as a Whole (Student Average) 
Variable 
Opportunities 
to Respond 
Verbal Praise 
Academic 
Verbal Praise 
Behavior 
Verbal Reprimand 
Academics 
Verbal Reprimand 
Behavior 
Sum of 
Squares 
9.314 
0.518 
0.044 
0.304 
0.208 
WILKS' LAMBDA 
F-Statistic 
= 0.658 
= 6.536 
DF 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
DF 
Mean 
Square 
9.314 
0.518 
0.044 
0.304 
0.208 
= 5, 63 
F p 
4.107 0.047 
5.483 0.022 
2.701 0.105 
1. 935 0.169 
0.744 0.391 
Prob= 0.000 
Due to significant pre-intervention group differences, 
a MANCOVA was run followed by a univariate ANCOVA employing 
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adjusted means. This allowed post-intervention comparisons 
controlling for pre-intervention group differences. The 
WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be statistically significant 
(p = .002). The results of the MANCOVA are presented in 
Table 17. Statistically significant differences on post-
intervention opportunities to respond (p = .004) and group 
teacher verbal praise for academics (p = .001) were clearly 
documented. 
Table 17. - -MANCOVA - Post-Intervention Teacher Behavior 
Delivered to Class as a Whole 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Opportunities 2.932 1 2.932 9.003 0.004 
to Respond 
Verbal Praise 2.356 1 2.356 11.910 0.001 
Academic 
WILKS' LAMBDA = 0.827 
F-Statistic = 6.677 DF = 2, 64 Prob = 0.002 
Table 18 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for post-group opportunities to respond as provided to the 
average student in the classroom. Univariate ANCOVA was used 
to test the significance of the effect of the experimental 
treatment on the post-test scores of group opportunities to 
respond based on student average adjusted for the pre-test 
performance. The adjusted least square mean for the experi-
mental group was 1.019, while the adjusted least square mean 
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for the control group was .539. As indicated in Table 18, in 
the case of opportunities to respond, the adjusted least 
square mean shows that the treatment effect was statistical-
ly significant (p = .001). 
Table 18.--Univariate ANCOVA - Post Opportunities to Respond 
Delivered to Class as a Whole (Student Average) 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 3.752 1 3.752 11.698 0.001 
Opportunities 0.161 1 0.161 0.501 0.482 
to Respond 
Hypothesis 3.752 1 3.752 11.698 0.001 
The teachers of the experimental group provided the 
students within their classrooms a greater number of oppor-
tunities to respond, as well as verbal praise for academic 
performance. Teachers in the control condition displayed a 
drastic drop in the number of opportunities to respond 
provided to their students. Teachers within the experimental 
condition, however, demonstrated an increase. These findings 
are displayed in Figure 7. 
Table 19 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for group teacher verbal praise for academics as delivered 
to the average student. Univariate ANCOVA was used to test 
the significance of the effect of the experimental treatment 
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Figure 7. Opportunities to Respond Delivered to Class as a 
Whole (Student Average) 
on the post-test scores of teacher verbal praise for academ-
ics adjusted for the pre-test performance. The adjusted 
least square mean for the treatment group was .735, while 
the adjusted least square mean for the non-treatment group 
was .299. As indicated in Table 19, in the case of group 
teacher verbal praise for academics (student average), the 
adjusted least square mean shows the treatment effect was 
significant (p < .000). 
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Table 19.--Univariate ANCOVA - Post-Intervention Teacher 
Verbal Praise Academic Delivered to Group as a Whole 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 3.035 1 3.035 15.570 0.000 
Verbal Praise 0.660 1 0.660 3.384 0.070 
Academic 
Hypothesis 3.035 1 3.035 15.570 0.000 
Figure 8 displays that the frequency of verbal praise 
for academics delivered to the class increases for students 
in the treatment condition significantly, while a slight 
decrease is observed for the control students. 
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Figure 8. Verbal Praise for Academics Delivered to Class as 
a Whole (Student Average) 
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To determine differences on the group teacher behavior 
post-measures of verbal praise for behavior, verbal repri-
mand for behavior, and verbal reprimand for academics, a 
one-way MANOVA was run across groups. This procedure was 
followed by the univariate F tests. The WILKS' LAMBDA was 
found to be significant (p < .000). There was a statistical-
ly significant post-intervention difference on the group 
teacher verbal reprimand for behavior (p = .000). There was 
no significant post-intervention difference on group teacher 
verbal praise for behavior or group teacher verbal reprimand 
for academics. 
Table 20 depicts the results of the one-way MANOVA for 
group teacher verbal praise for behavior, teacher verbal 
reprimand for academics, and verbal reprimand for behavior 
as directed toward the students in the classroom. 
Table 20.--MANOVA - Post Teacher 
Class 
Sum of 
Variable Squares 
Verbal Praise 0.104 
Behavior 
Verbal Reprimand 0.386 
Academics 
Verbal Reprimand 2.812 
Behavior 
WILKS' LAMBDA 
F-Statistic 
= 0.715 
= 8.870 
as a 
DF 
1 
1 
1 
DF 
Behaviors Delivered to 
Whole 
Mean 
Square F p 
0.104 1.705 0.196 
0.386 3.278 0.075 
2.812 15.920 0.000 
= 3 t 66 Prob= 0.000 
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The results depicted in Figure 9 indicate that a sig-
nificant post-intervention difference exists for verbal 
reprimand for behavior. Teachers in the treatment condition 
delivered less verbal reprimand for behavior following the 
intervention. Teachers in the control condition, on the 
other hand, displayed a significant increase in the level of 
reprimand for behavior they delivered to the typical stu-
dents in the classroom. 
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Target Student Behaviors 
The third hypothesis of this study dealt with differ-
ences across groups between students' behaviors as assessed 
by direct student observations before and after the inter-
vention treatment program, while we have seen a significant 
shift in numerous teacher behaviors directed at the target 
students and generalized to others in the class. Desired 
changes in the behavior of the target students is the ulti-
mate test of the effectiveness of the collaborative inter-
vention program. Pre- and post-intervention means and stan-
dard deviations for students' behaviors are presented in 
Table 21. 
Table 21.--Means and Standard Deviations - Student Behaviors 
PRE POST 
X SD X SD 
Com::12liance 
Control 59.029 19.540 54.971 21.658 
Experimental 74.829 22.636 90.971 14.474 
On-Task 
Control 59.857 18.741 68.971 18.256 
Experimental 72.743 24.137 92.857 9.900 
Two broad behavioral categories were selected as target 
responses (on-task behavior and compliance). These target 
behaviors repeatedly have been found to predict student 
success (or failure if levels are low) in the effective 
teaching literature. On-task behavior or task engagement 
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represents one of the best indicators of student achieve-
ment. Compliance, or more specifically, failure to comply to 
teacher requests, has been related to increased academic 
failure, referral to special education, and decreased aca-
demic and social interaction with the teacher (Brophy & 
Good, 1974) . 
A one-way MANOVA was run on the pre-test data of the 
student variables followed by the univariate F tests. The 
WILKS' LAMBDA was found to be significant (p = .005). The 
results of this analysis are presented in Table 22. Statis-
tically significant differences on student compliance and 
on-task behavior were documented. The students in the exper-
imental group were more compliant and exhibited more on-task 
behavior prior to intervention than did the students in the 
control group. 
Table 22. - -MANOVA - Target 
Variable 
Compliance 
On-Task 
WILKS' LAMBDA 
F-Statistic 
Sum of 
Squares 
4368.700 
2905.729 
= 0.853 
= 5.771 
Student Behaviors 
Mean 
DF Square F p 
1 4368.700 9.771 0.003 
1 2905.729 6.223 0.015 
DF = 2 t 67 Prob = 0.005 
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Due to significant pre-intervention group differences, 
a MANCOVA was run followed by a univariate ANCOVA employing 
adjusted means. This would allow post-intervention compari-
sons controlling for pre-intervention group differences. The 
results of the MANCOVA are presented in Table 23. Statisti-
cally significant differences on post-intervention student 
compliance and student on-task behavior were indicated. 
Table 23.--MANCOVA - Post Target Student Behaviors 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Total 14591.981 1 14591.981 47.771 0.000 
Compliance 
Total On-Task 6489.383 1 6489.383 36.946 0.000 
WILKS' LAMBDA= 
F-Statistic 
0.501 
= 32.383 DF = 2, 65 Prob= 0.000 
Table 24 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for post-intervention target student compliance. Univariate 
ANCOVA was used to test the significance of the effect of 
the experimental treatment on the post-test scores of stu-
dent total compliance adjusted for the pre-test performance. 
The adjusted least square mean for the treatment group was 
89.461, while the adjusted mean for the non-treatment group 
was 56.482. As indicated in Table 24, in the case of target 
student compliance, the adjusted least square mean indicates 
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that the treatment effect was significant (p = .000), while 
the pre-student compliance was not found to be significant. 
Table 24.--Univariate ANCOVA - Post Target Student 
Compliance to Teacher Behavioral Requests 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 16641.364 1 16641.364 50.773 0.000 
Total 1111.802 1 1111.802 3.392 0.070 
Compliance 
Hypothesis 16641.364 1 16641.364 50.773 0.000 
These findings are displayed in Figure 10. Students 
within the treatment condition display a significant in-
crease in their level of compliance for teacher requests. A 
slight decrease in compliance levels were observed for 
students in the control group. 
Table 25 depicts the results of the univariate ANCOVA 
for post-intervention target student time on task. Univar-
iate ANCOVA was used to test the significance of the effect 
of the experimental treatment on the post-test scores of 
student time on task adjusted for the pre-test performance. 
The adjusted least square mean for the treatment group was 
90.907 while the adjusted least square mean for the non-
treatment group was 70.922. As indicated in Table 25, in the 
case of target student time on task, the adjusted least 
square mean shows the treatment effect was significant 
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(p < .000), while the pre-student time on task behavior was 
not found to be significant. 
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Figure 10. Target Student Compliance to Teacher Behavioral 
Requests 
Table 25.--Univariate ANCOVA - Post Student On-Task Behavior 
Sum of Mean 
Variable Squares DF Square F p 
Group 6403.732 1 6403.732 36.502 0.000 
Total On-Task 2908.984 1 2908.984 16.581 0.000 
Hypothesis 6403.732 1 6403.732 36.502 0.000 
80 
Figure 11 indicates that, while both groups demon-
strated an increased level of on-task behavior, there was a 
significant group effect with students in the treatment 
condition who displayed a significantly greater increase. 
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Figure 11. Target Student On-Task Behavior 
As a result of the collaborative intervention program, 
students in the experimental group demonstrated increased 
compliance and increased on-task behavior as compared to 
students in the control condition. We may therefore reject 
null hypothesis number 3. 
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Teacher/Interventionist Opinions Related to 
Collaborative Intervention 
Often interventions are carried out in school settings 
with little or no concern given to the opinions of those in-
volved in the intervention process. This oversight may 
explain why many interventions may fail to continue once a 
study is concluded. For example, an intervention may be 
shown to be effective (eg., data based behavior change 
programs) but fails to gain acceptance within the teaching 
community due to teachers' negative attitudes about the 
process. The final analysis within this study explores the 
opinions of both the teachers and the interventionists 
within the experimental condition toward the collaborative 
intervention. 
Table 26 and Figure 12 represent the average rating of 
both teachers and interventionists on the nine items includ-
ed on the Likert-Scale questionnaire (see Appendix D). 
Table 26.--Average Ratings on the Questionnaire for Teachers 
and Interventionists 
Question Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Teacher Mean 
6.914 
7.686 
5.657 
5.771 
5.371 
5.514 
7.000 
6.743 
6.686 
Interventionist 
7.314 
7.714 
5.571 
5.886 
5.857 
5.514 
7.114 
6.743 
6.514 
"jij 
(I) 
0 
ffl (I) 
cj 
(I) 
5 
~ (I) 
> 
8 
7 .5 ......... . 
6 .5 ················ 
6 ················ 
5 .5 ............... . 
Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 QB Q9 
1 ~ Teacher - Interventionist 
Question# 
1 - Attention to Teacher Needs 
2 - Listened to Teacher Concerns 
3 - Increased Awareness of Student's Strengths 
4 - Increased Awareness of Student's Weaknesses 
5 - Increased Awareness of Teaching Strengths 
6 - Increased Awareness of Teaching Areas Needing 
Improvement 
7 - Developed Intervention Plan 
8 - Implemented Intervention Plan 
9 - Overall Effectiveness of Intervention Plan 
Figure 12. Average Ratings on the Questionnaire for 
Teachers and Interventionists 
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Table 27 shows the relationship between teacher and 
interventionist responses on the questionnaire. Based on 
this analysis, significant correlations (alpha= 0.05) were 
found between teacher and interventionist responses on 
questions 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, and 9. Thus, one could build a 
cause for the notion that both the teachers and the inter-
ventionists had similar rankings related to the process of 
the intervention around issues of attending to the teacher, 
listening, identification of student weaknesses, plan devel-
opment, and intervention. Non-significant correlations were 
found between the teachers and interventionists related to 
questions 3, 5, and 8. The two parties to the collaboration 
differed with respect to their estimations of gaining an 
increased awareness of either student or teacher strengths 
and to the overall effectiveness of the intervention. Teach-
ers tended to rate an increased awareness of student 
strengths higher, as well as displaying a greater belief in 
the effectiveness of the intervention program. 
Table 27.--Correlation Coefficients Between Teacher and 
Collaborator Questionnaires 
Question r 
1. Interventionist attended .723 
to teacher needs 
2. Interventionist attended .589 
to teacher concerns 
3. Increase in teacher awarenesss .510 
of student strengths 
4. Increase in teacher awareness .582 
of student weaknesses 
5. Increased awareness of .451 
teacher's strengths 
6. Increased awareness of teaching .698 
areas needing improvement 
7. Intervention plan 
developed 
8. Intervention plan was 
implemented 
9. Intervention plan was 
effective 
.683 
.649 
.367 
Prob 
.000 
.030 
.270 
.037 
1.000 
.000 
.001 
.004 
1.000 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
This study was designed to examine the effectiveness of 
a teacher collaborative intervention program focused on the 
promotion of improved student/teacher interaction for stu-
dents at risk of academic and behavioral problems. The study 
was also designed to examine teacher attitudes towards both 
high-risk students and the nature of the intervention pro-
cess. 
The study was conducted in two school districts serving 
an urban community of approximately one hundred thousand 
residents. The collaborative intervention program under 
investigation had been in place in one of the districts for 
a period of two years. Ethical considerations eliminated the 
possibility of removing these services from schools and 
students where it had previously existed. Five schools 
engaged in collaborative intervention served as the treat-
ment group. Five similar schools from the adjacent district, 
that did not have any collaborative programming, served as 
the control. While both districts provided educational 
services within the same community, examination of both 
teacher and student demographics found some interesting 
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differences prior to the initiation of the intervention. 
Both teachers and students in the control schools were more 
ethnically diverse, specifically more of hispanic heritage. 
Students in the treatment schools were younger. Significant 
differences were also identified between the two groups with 
regard to teacher and student behaviors. Teachers in the 
treatment group provided target students with more opportu-
nities to respond academically and more behavioral requests, 
thus resulting in increased opportunities for compliance. 
Moreover, teachers in the treatment group provided more 
academic praise towards students in the class as a whole. 
Interestingly, teachers in the control group provided more 
opportunities to respond academically towards students in 
the class as a whole. Target students in the treatment group 
were more compliant to teacher requests and demonstrated 
greater levels of on-task behavior prior to intervention. 
Overall, the results indicated that the intervention 
had a significant impact on teacher behavior directed to-
wards target high-risk students. Moreover, the effects of 
the intervention on teacher behavior were generalized to-
wards other students in the classroom who did not comprise 
the primary target population. Improved teacher ratings of 
student hostility and considerateness were obtained. Both 
teachers and collaborators identified support for various 
aspects of the intervention process. In the pages that 
follow, each of these areas will be discussed in greater 
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detail. Limitations of the current study and implications 
for further research will also be highlighted. 
As indicated in Chapter One, increased demographic· 
diversity has resulted in the need for teachers to be far 
more strategic in their interactions with students. Research 
has clearly indicated that teacher behavior such as praise, 
reprimand and the number and nature of opportunities to 
respond provided to students impact greatly on student 
academic and behavioral success (Brophy & Good, 1974; Rist, 
1973; Silberman, 1969; VanAcker, Grant, & Henry, In Press). 
Teacher Behaviors 
At the pre-measure phase of the investigation, both 
districts demonstrated group difference on the number of 
opportunities to respond provided to target students. The 
teachers in the experimental group provided students more 
opportunities initially than did teachers in the control 
group. However, while the groups did differ in the number of 
opportunities provided initially, teachers in the experimen-
tal group were found to provide far more opportunities to 
respond for high-risk students following collaborative 
intervent{on when pre-existing differences were controlled. 
The control group teachers actually demonstrated a slight 
decline in the number of opportunities to respond given to 
students at the post-assessment. Research suggests that in-
creased student participation may have a positive effect on 
teacher attitude and student achievement (Good & Brophy, 
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1972). Thus, a collaborative intervention approach designed 
to facilitate increased student opportunities to respond 
should help to enhance student success. 
Given that student compliance was a critical outcome 
variable, information was gathered on the number of requests 
teachers provided students to engage in a desired behavioral 
response. Research by Brophy, 1981; Good & Brophy, 1972; and 
Goodlad, 1984 indicates that students who are at risk for 
academic failure often receive few requests by teachers. 
Moreover, teachers seldom praise compliance in children with 
compliance problems. Over time, they simply provide these 
students with fewer and fewer requests. This may serve to 
negatively reinforce noncompliance in the children. In the 
present study, it was found that the experimental and con-
trol groups differed in the number of behavioral requests 
given in the pre-measure. Despite this initial difference, 
teachers in the experimental group were found to provide 
significantly more behavioral requests for high-risk stu-
dents following intervention. This increase in the number of 
behavioral requests may result in an increased number of 
opportunities to respond overall. Thus, compliance appears 
to be a critical issue in determining the number of behav-
ioral requests and learning opportunities provided by teach-
ers to their students. Compliance also may have a positive 
effect on student participation and success rates. Research 
supports the selection of compliance as a key student vari-
able in promoting student success in the classroom (Russo, 
Cataldo, & Cushing, 1981; Wahler, 1975, Patterson, 1982). 
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Given that the experimental group displayed increased 
levels of opportunities to respond and requests prior to 
intervention, these results should be considered very care-
fully. The intervention may have been less effective had the 
rate of these behaviors been initially lower. In the future, 
an investigation may be important to determine whether or 
not these results are replicable with teachers displaying 
very low pre-intervention levels of these behaviors. 
At the pre-measure, the experimental and control group 
teachers did not demonstrate a significant difference in the 
level of praise provided to students in their classrooms. 
Following intervention, however, teachers in the experi-
mental group delivered a significantly greater number of 
praise statements to the target students. It is important to 
note that in the study at hand, an effort was made to look 
only at the number of praise statements delivered, but did 
not analyze contingency or the manner in which praise was 
delivered (eg., enthusiasm, accompanying non-verbal ges-
tures, etc.) as this was beyond the scope of the study. 
Future research should be conducted in order to determine 
not only the number of praise statements but also the pre-
cise nature and contingency of the praise. 
The increased level of praise may have been a result of 
the increased number of behavioral requests and opportuni-
90 
ties to respond provided to students. Future research ef-
forts should attempt to identify the nature of the student 
behavior for which teachers provide increased reinforcements 
through verbal praise. Regardless, the increased level of 
praise overall however should result in an enhanced percep-
tion of success experienced by the target student. 
Interestingly, no significant differences between 
groups were demonstrated on either the pre- or post-measures 
for the number of reprimand statements directed towards 
target students. Thus, intervention appears to have had no 
measurable effect on the level of reprimand. This may indi-
cate that, while teachers were willing to increase the level 
of praise they provided students, the nature of high-risk 
students' undesired behavior was such that teachers found it 
difficult to refrain from the delivery of reprimands. This 
is an interesting finding as recent research would suggest 
that the level of reprimand plays a significant role in the 
promotion of students inappropriate behavior. That is, for 
many students, teacher reprimand actually serves as a rein-
forcer and promotes increased levels of inappropriate behav-
ior (VanAcker, Grant, & Henry, In Press). 
An important aspect of this study centered on the 
impact of the intervention on teacher behavior as it gener-
alizes from those students that are targeted within the 
intervention to non-target students. Such information is 
seldom found in studies of this nature and one is left with 
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little information on the value of an intervention to pro-
mote general classroom change. This situation is rather 
alarming given current trends towards the development of 
models for the inclusion of special education students 
within regular division academic classrooms. Much of the 
underlying philosophy for this movement suggests that teach-
ers, when provided support for the instruction of children 
with exceptional needs will be able to generalize the in-
structional and curriculum modifications to address the 
diverse needs of other students in the classroom whom do not 
in themselves qualify for special education services. The 
present study provided support for the generalization of 
skills learned as a result of the collaborative interven-
tion. 
Teacher Behaviors Towards Group as a Whole 
Significant differences were found between the experi-
mental group teachers and control group teachers in the 
number of opportunities to respond provided to the typical 
student in the classroom (as determined by student aver-
ages). Group differences were present at the pre-measure 
with the control group providing a greater number of oppor-
tunities to respond initially. This finding is most inter-
esting when compared to post-intervention results. While, as 
previously stated, the control group provided the classroom 
as a whole with more opportunities to respond in the begin-
ning, the experimental group of teachers provided a signifi-
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cantly higher number of opportunities following the collabo-
rative intervention. At the same time, teachers in the 
control condition displayed a drastic drop in the number of 
opportunities provided to the group as a whole. This finding 
would certainly appear to support the positive impact of 
intervention on the number of opportunities to respond 
provided to non-target students. 
At the pre-measure, group differences did exist in the 
level of verbal praise for academics provided to non-target 
students with the experimental group providing a higher 
number of praise statements. However, while initial differ-
ences were present, teachers in the experimental group were 
found to provide a significantly greater number of praise 
statements following intervention while a slight decrease 
was noted for the non-target students in the control group. 
Although no significant differences were demonstrated 
between the experimental group teachers and control group 
teachers at the pre-measure for the number of verbal repri-
mands for behavior directed towards the group as a whole, 
the post-measurement did show a significant post-interven-
tion difference. Teachers in the experimental group de-
livered less verbal reprimand for behavior to non-target 
students following intervention, while teachers in the 
control group displayed a significant increase in the level 
of reprimand. Thus, one could argue for the success of the 
intervention on reprimands, but for non-target students 
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rather than for target students. 
Student Behaviors 
The study yielded positive results with respect to the 
alteration of two key student behaviors; academic on-task 
and compliance to teacher request. As indicated in Chapter 
One, academic compliance or more specifically, failure to 
comply, has clearly been linked to increased levels of 
student failure and increased referral for special education 
services. Consistently, student on-task behavior has been 
found to be a valid predictor of student achievement (Brophy 
& Good, 1974; Silberman, 1969; VanAcker, 1993). In the 
present study, it was found that following the intervention 
phase, students displayed significantly increased levels of 
on-task behavior and compliance to teacher requests. Again, 
a careful examination of the application of teacher praise 
and reprimand related to specific episodes of compliance and 
on-task behavior were beyond the scope of this study. Such 
information might be helpful, however, in the development of 
more intensive programs to assist high-risk students. 
Teacher Attitudes 
An examination of teacher ratings of student behavior 
showed interesting results given the changes in student 
behavior discussed above. While students displayed both 
increased compliance to teacher requests and academic on-
task, teachers failed to indicate changes in attitude to-
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wards students' on-task behavior. Teachers did, however, 
rate students as significantly less hostile and more consid-
erate following intervention. This might suggest that teach-
ers are more poignantly aware of issues related to conflict 
and resistance than academic engagement. Future research 
should be designed to explore this possibility. 
Teacher and Collaborative Interventionist Survey 
An examination of teacher and collaborative interven-
tionist attitudes toward the intervention indicated that for 
the most part both parties expressed similar attitudes. 
Research has indicated that effective collaborative inter-
ventions require the strategic use of self on the part of 
the interventionist. Questions 1 and 2 of the survey address 
this issue. Both teachers and interventionists expressed a 
general belief that the interventionists attended to the 
teacher's needs and listened to their concerns. The next two 
questions explored the issues of increased awareness of the 
student. Question 3 targeted increased awareness of 
strengths while Question 4 examined increased awareness of 
student weaknesses. Neither the teachers or the interven-
tionists indicated a strong increase in awareness to student 
needs. In fact, the correlation between the interventionists 
and teachers for an increased awareness of student strengths 
was not significant. Thus, it appears teachers and interven-
tionists differed in their opinion on the effectiveness of 
the intervention to increase teacher awareness of student 
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strengths. Questions 5 and 6 explored the teachers and 
interventionists opinions as to the impact ot the interven-
tion on increasing the teacher's awareness of his or her 
teaching strengths and areas in need of improvement. Again, 
neither the interventionists or the teachers reported a 
particularly strong belief that the intervention had an 
impact in these areas. Moreover, the pattern of a non-sig-
nificant correlation in relation to an increased awareness 
of strengths (this time, focused on teacher strengths) was 
once again reported. The final three questions addressed the 
development, implementation, and overall effectiveness of a 
specific intervention plan. Teachers and interventionists 
strongly agreed that an intervention plan was developed and 
implemented, as both mean ratings and correlations were 
high. When the issue of overall effectiveness was examined, 
teachers indicated a stronger belief in the effectiveness of 
the programs than did the interventionists and the correla-
tion between the ratings was weak and non-significant. 
In summary, it appears as though the collaboration 
process was successful and that the interventionists were 
sensitive to teacher's needs and that specific plans for 
target children were developed and implemented. Interesting-
ly, neither awareness of students strengths and weaknesses 
or teacher strengths and weaknesses were identified as an 
outcome based on teacher and interventionist opinion. Clear-
ly, these are the targets of the intervention process and 
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failure to indicate a change on either of these areas could 
be an indication that the intervention was not having the 
desired impact. Our previous examination of teacher behav-
iors, however, indicated that teacher behaviors displayed a 
change as a result of intervention. Therefore, while teach-
ers clearly changed their behavior, they did not attribute 
this change to an increase in their awareness of either 
their own or the student's strengths and weaknesses. 
Summary of Findings 
As a result of the collaborative intervention, teachers 
of students in the experimental condition reported a signif-
icant change in their attitude toward the target students. 
Specifically, the results suggest these students were per-
ceived as less hostile and more considerate following inter-
vention. Teacher behaviors directed towards the target 
students also demonstrated a significant change in the 
experimental condition following intervention. Teachers in 
the experimental condition increased their level of interac-
tion with students, providing them with more frequent oppor-
tunities to actively participate in classroom activities. 
Opportunities to respond and behavioral requests demonstrat-
ed a significant increase. Teachers in the experimental 
condition also provided students with more reinforcement in 
the form of verbal praise. As a check on the generalization 
of the treatment effect, teacher behavior as directed at the 
remaining students in the classroom was also examined. 
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Results indicated that the teachers in the treatment condi-
tion increased the number of opportunities to respond pro 
vided to all students. An increase in the amount of praise 
for academic responding and a decrease in the frequency of 
verbal reprimand for inappropriate behavior was also ob-
served. This would suggest an improved classroom environment 
for academic growth following the collaborative interven-
tion. 
Target student behavior also was changed significantly 
as a result of participation in the collaborative interven-
tion. Target students in the experimental condition demon-
strated increased compliance to teacher requests and in-
creased on-task behaviors. When surveyed, both teachers and 
interventionists generally reported the collaborative inter-
vention program to be sensitive to teacher needs and con-
cerns and to result in the development and implementation of 
meaningful behavior change programs. Overall, this study 
supports the view that collaborative intervention is an 
effective means to assist teachers in addressing the needs 
of students with challenging academic and behavioral prob-
lems. Specifically, the following null hypotheses were 
explored: 
Hypotheses 1. There are no significant differences 
between classroom teachers' attitudes toward identified 
''high-risk" students as assessed by the Classroom Behavior 
Inventory (Schaefer, Edgerton, & Aaronson, 1977) before and 
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after the intervention treatment program in both the experi-
mental and control teacher groups. 
Hypotheses 2. Classroom teachers' behaviors directed 
toward identified "high-risk'' students assessed by direct 
teacher observation will not differ significantly as a 
result of the intervention program. 
Hypotheses 3. There are no significant differences 
between students' behaviors of on-task and compliance as 
assessed by direct student observations before and after the 
teacher intervention treatment program in both the experi-
mental and control student groups. 
Limitations of the Study 
As with most studies, especially those conducted in 
applied settings, this study has some limitations. The most 
significant limitations are related to the inability to 
randomly assign subjects to the control and experimental 
conditions. The collaborative intervention program described 
herein was part of an ongoing district system provided to 
students and teachers (see Appendix A). When the decision 
was made to conduct this study, the superintendent in the 
district housing the collaborative intervention program 
would not consider the idea of withholding_ services from a 
portion of the students. A neighboring district was there-
fore contacted to serve as a control condition for this 
study. Both districts agreed to identify target students in 
a similar fashion and the control school district agreed to 
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permit students, parents, and teachers to be contacted to 
serve as subjects and to be observed and assessed. Subjects 
entered the study on the basis of discipline referral. As a 
result of this process, subject demographics were beyond the 
control of this experimenter. Examination of the student 
subjects found the subjects in the treatment group were sig-
nificantly younger on the average than those in the control 
group. There were also significant ethnic differences in the 
make-up of these two groups. The experimental group con-
tained fewer hispanic students and more white students than 
the control. There were also significant differences in the 
ethnic make-up of the teacher subject groups. The experimen-
tal group by and large consisted of white females, whereas 
the control group showed considerable ethnic diversity. It 
is reasonable to believe that these demographic differences 
could account for some of the variance between the two 
groups. For example, one might anticipate that the behavior 
of younger students would be more amenable to change on the 
basis of the intervention. 
There were also some significant pre-intervention 
differences between teachers in the control condition and 
those in the experimental condition with regards to their 
interaction with students. Teachers in the experimental 
group provided their students with more opportunities to 
respond and more behavioral requests even before interven-
tion was attempted. These pre-intervention differences were 
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controlled statistically when examining post-intervention 
group differences. One could speculate, however, that teach-
ers in the experimental group were not as alienated in their 
interaction from their students as those in the control 
condition. This might have increased the likelihood for 
intervention success. Finally, the students themselves 
displayed significant differences prior to intervention. As 
a group, students in the experimental condition were more 
compliant and on-task prior to intervention. As in the case 
of the teachers above, such differences may have made them 
more amenable to change. 
Implications for Practice and 
Future Research 
Convincing evidence is presented to suggest that col-
laborative intervention is an effective approach to assist-
ing teachers meet the needs of an increasingly diverse 
student body. Generally, this program resulted in improved 
attitudes and behaviors on the part of the teachers as 
directed toward target children with challenging behaviors 
and academic problems. In fact, the only area of interest in 
which teachers did not display the desired change was in the 
area of verbal reprimand for undesired behavior. No change 
in the frequency of verbal reprimand directed to target 
students was noted. Interestingly, a change in the frequency 
of verbal reprimand for undesired behavior was observed in 
the experimental condition for the non-target students in 
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the class as a whole. Thus, teachers appear reluctant to re-
frain from verbal reprimand when target children, who may be 
specifically challenging, display inappropriate behavior. 
Schools attempting to implement a collaborative intervention 
program might note this finding and make more powerful 
attempts to impact teacher reprimand. 
This intervention provides an interesting array of 
possibilities for future research. An immediate possibility 
would be to replicate this study in a district with more 
ethnically diverse students and teachers to explore the 
impact of culture and ethnicity on the effectiveness of the 
intervention program. 
Research repeatedly indicates that school intervention 
programs, even when effective, seldom demonstrate a mainte-
nance and generalization of treatment effects (Goodlad, 
1984). A critical future study should be designed to examine 
the stability of the changes demonstrated through the col-
laborative intervention program. That is, will teachers who 
have displayed behavior changes maintain this behavior as 
time goes on. A similar exploration of the stability of 
student behavior change might also be undertaken, although 
one could anticipate that the maintenance of student behav-
ior change would require the continuation of positive teach-
er behavior. 
APPENDIX A 
SCHOOL DISTRICT COLLABORATIVE 
INTERVENTION PROJECT 
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In the first year of the pilot project (90-91), two 
full-time collaborative support teachers were assigned to 
serve all of the eleven elementary buildings and the two 
middle schools. At the high school level, an "in-house" 
resource team, consisting of teachers, special needs couns-
elor, psychologist and social worker, was developed to 
address instructional and behavioral concerns. During the 
1990-91 school year, 74 students received collaborative 
support services at the elementary level and 51 students 
received service at the middle school level. Due to the en-
thusiasm and support of the program, one additional 
collaborative support person was added to the elementary 
staff for the 1991-92 school year. 
During that year, 175 students were referred for 
collaborative intervention at the elementary level and 75 
were referred at middle school. 
In the 1992-93 school year, 185 elementary students 
received collaborative intervention services, while the 
middle school collaborative intervention position was un-
filled. Currently, approximately 200 elementary students 
and 50 middle school students receive collaborative 
intervention services. 
The actual start up cost of the program was approx-
imately $39,000. This included staff salaries, off-setting 
revenues, and supplies. Projected costs for the 1994-95 
school year are $145,000, which includes both salaries and 
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supplies. This reflects an increase from two collaborative 
interventionists at the program's initiation, to the 
projected six collaborative interventionists for 1994-95. 
This staff increase has been in response to the need for an 
increased level of service recommended by a district task 
force and approved by the Board of Education. 
In 1990-91 a series of inservice presentations were 
conducted with District PPS staff including psychologists, 
social workers, speech-language pathologists and learning 
disabilities teachers to increase their awareness of the 
changing demographics in our school district and to assess 
ways in which the diverse needs of students could best be 
met. During this process social workers, psychologists and 
speech-language pathologists began to develop better 
working relationships with classroom teachers. At the same 
time PPS staff identified additional skills and training 
needed to successfully implement collaborative services and 
different ways to provide assistance to high-risk students. 
Training and inservice continues for all staff. Also, as 
collaborative interventions were initiated, PPS staff and 
classroom teachers began to meet success which increased 
the willingness on the part of other regular and special 
education teachers to work collaboratively with PPS staff. 
Many of our school psychologists, social workers, and 
speech and language therapists work as collaborative 
interventionists in the classrooms, during lunch and recess 
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to assist children with social and academic concerns. This 
not only adds to the amount of service we can give regular 
education and special education teachers and students, but 
also shows the tremendous versatility of our Pupil 
Personnel staff and change of job description/role going 
into the year 2000. 
The Collaborative Intervention program has been 
evaluated by the district annual needs assessment and a 
recently completed survey. Results of the survey showed an 
overall positive response to the collaborative intervention 
program. Identified strengths of the program included 
increased accessibility and visibility in buildings, 
collegiality among staff, group problem solving and the 
transfer of strategies to the classroom setting. Problem 
areas consistently pointed out were additional classroom 
time, scheduling difficulties, the need for more planning 
time, and additional collaborative intervention staff 
members to assist teachers and students. 
Public school education faces an interesting dilemma 
in that students are mandated to attend school but far too 
often find it an unrewarding experience. This investigator 
believes it is our responsibility to provide students with 
a successful school experience. The present program allows 
for special education to be an integral part of standard 
education. This program allows for high risk students and 
students who "fall through the cracks" to receive 
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assistance. Through the success of this collaborative 
program, our student population will stay in school, have 
better self-concepts, and be better able to handle the 
working world. 
APPENDIX B 
BEHAVIORAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS 
107 
I. ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 
A. CLASSROOM ORGANIZATION 
School _____________ Teacher _________ _ 
Date ________ Grade Room Number ___ _ 
Number of Students Boys _____ Girls __ _ 
Number of Staff Ratio Staff/Student __ _ 
Description of Staff Positions ____________ _ 
Type of Classroom~-------------------
Adjacent Rooms _____________________ _ 
Extraneous Noise (or other distractions) ______ _ 
Desk Size (correct, too large, too small) _____ _ 
Flooring in the Room (carpet, tile, etc.) _____ _ 
Lighting in the Room (Type and Adequacy) ______ _ 
Ventilation (comfortable, hot, cold, etc.) _____ _ 
Space (overcrowded, adequate, oversized) ______ _ 
Are there any unusual features of the room (e.g., 
shape, location), materials (e.g., excessive damage, 
quality) that might add or detract from the students 
functioning level. If so describe: 
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Time Schedule: Does the teacher have a specified 
schedule? 
Yes _____ _ No _____ _ 
Is the schedule posted? Yes ___ _ No ___ _ 
Is schedule basically followed? Yes __ _ No __ _ 
109 
Time Start/Finish Subject Activity 
B. CLASSROOM RULES 
Are classroom rules publicly posted? Yes No __ 
If not discuss with teacher to determine rules. 
CLASSROOM RULES 
VIOLATIONS 
CONS EQUATED 
VIOLATIONS 
UNCONSEQUATED 
C. CLASSROOM SKETCH 
Draw a sketch of the classroom arrangement. Be as 
complete as possible including desks, windows, doors, 
work areas, bulletin boards, blackboards, bookcases, 
closets, motivational and informational materials. 
Provide a brief narrative of the types of materials 
displayed (e.g., posters, programs to promote student 
achievement, etc.) 
Classroom Sketch 
Codes: OTR-Opportunities to Respond, VPA-Verbal Praise 
Academic, VPB-Verbal Praise Behavioral, VRA-Verbal 
Reprimand Academic, VRB-Verbal Reprimand Behavioral 
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II. DATA RELATED TO THE TARGET STUDENT(S) 
A. ON-TASK BEHAVIOR: Student is actively engaged in the 
learning task by writing, reading, attending to the 
lecture, etc.) 
Student Interval 
Task 
II I I I I I I I I I II 
% 
Task -
i ! I I I I I I I I I % 
-Task 
II I I I I I I I I I II 
% 
-
Student Interval 
Task 
II ! I I I I I I I I I 
% 
Task 
II I I I I I I I I I II 
% 
-Task 
i ! I I I I I I I I I % 
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B. COMPLIANCE TO TEACHER REQUESTS: General Request - a 
request targeted to all or a group of students of which 
target student is a member; Specific Request - a 
request issued to target child specifically. 
Student 
Request 
General Academic 
Soc./Beh. 
Specific Academic 
Soc. /Beh. 
Compliance 
Verbal Praise 
Verbal 
Reprimand 
Student 
Request 
General Academic 
Soc./Beh. 
Specific Academic 
Soc./Beh. 
Compliance 
Verbal Praise 
Verbal 
Reprimand 
Student 
Request 
General Academic 
Soc./Beh. 
Specific Academic 
Soc. /Beh. 
Compliance 
Verbal Praise 
Verbal 
Reprimand 
C. TARGET STUDENT ORAL RESPONSE BEHAVIOR 
Student ________________ _ 
Volunteers 
Called Out 
Called On 
Correct 
Feedback 
Student ________________ _ 
Volunteers 
Called Out 
Called On 
Correct 
Feedback 
Student ________________ _ 
Volunteers 
Called Out 
Called On 
Correct 
Feedback 
Feedback Codes: 
Affirm A- teacher gives affirmation that answer is 
correct. 
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Praise P- teacher provides verbal praise related to the 
correctness of the answer. 
Negative N- teacher states that the answer is wrong without 
corrective feedback (moves on to another 
student). 
Reason R- teacher gives reasons for incorrectness but 
does not provide student with another chance to 
answer. 
Correct c- teacher states that the answer is wrong and 
provides a correct response. 
Help H- teacher prompts the student to provide a 
correct response by either rephrasing the 
question or giving more information 
D. OPTIONAL TARGET BEHAVIORS (This section allows the observer to determine how 
often specific behaviors occur at any given time during the school day. Information 
related to the nature of the activity. Instructional format, staff members involved, 
time of day, etc., could be listed. The pattern of responding might then help 
identify factors that contribute to the child's behavior. 
Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior 
Definition Definition Definition Definition 
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
Start Finish 
Activi~ --
I-' 
I-' 
.i:,. 
III. DATA RELATED TO TEACHER 
A. SCOPE OF TEACHER ATTENTION 
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Turn to the classroom sketch. During a 30 minute active 
teaching sample, tally the following data for each child in 
the classroom: OTR-opportunities to respond; VPA-verbal 
praise for an academic response; VPB-verbal praise for a 
behavioral response; VRA-verbal reprimand for an academic 
response; VRB-verbal reprimand for a behavioral response. 
If opportunities to respond, praise, or reprimands are 
directed toward the class as a whole, keep a tally on the 
bottom of the page. 
B. BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT TACTICS EMPLOYED BY THE TEACHER 
In this section you may record examples of the various 
strategies used by the teacher. Information may include 
qualitative information (e.g., voice tone, enthusiasm, 
sarcasm) . 
General Verbal Praise (specific information related to 
the nature of the response is absent - for example, "Good 
job.") : 
Example _________________________ _ 
Specific Verbal Praise (information related to the 
nature of the response being praised is provided - for 
example "I'm proud of the way you shared your treat with 
Mike.") : 
Tangible Reinforcer (e.g., tokens, stickers, etc.) 
Example 
Positive Gesture (e.g., wink, "A-OK" sign, any action 
meant to give nonverbal praise other than touch.): 
Positive Touch (e.g., hand on shoulder as a part of 
praise) : 
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Positive Social Attention (e.g., teacher takes special 
care to attend to students in areas unrelated to academic 
tasks - for example specific greetings, talking about out 
of school activities): 
Example _________________________ _ 
General Verbal Reprimand (specific information related 
to the nature of the task is absent; for example "Don't!") 
Example _________________________ _ 
Specific Verbal Reprimand (information related to the 
nature of the task is provided - for example "Please stop 
playing with your papers!"): 
Example ________________________ _ 
Nonverbal Reprimand (nonverbal actions to decrease a 
behavior) (Example of Each Applicable): 
Proximity Control (moving nearer to the student) 
Example ________________________ _ 
Signal Interference (providing eye contact or a 
gesture) 
Example ________________________ _ 
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Touch (for example, hand on shoulder, arm, etc. either 
as a signal or in restraint): 
Example ________________________ _ 
Planned Ignoring (teacher demonstrates knowledge of a 
situation but does not attend to the student): 
Example ________________________ _ 
Physical Guidance (teacher physically moves the student 
through the behavior in the initiation or completion of 
a requested task): 
Example _________________________ _ 
Use of Time Out Procedures (Example of Each Observed): 
Contingent Observation (student is moved back or away 
from other students - may not participate in the 
activity but can observe the action): 
Example _________________________ _ 
Student Isolated (student moved to a section of the 
room where observation of the other students is 
obstructed - for example to a study carrel): 
Example ________________________ _ 
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Seclusionary Isolation (student moved to a closed time 
out space) 
Example _________________________ _ 
Removal of a Child from the Classroom: 
Example _________________________ _ 
Detention: 
Example _________________________ _ 
Response Cost System (loss of privileges or materials) 
Example _________________________ _ 
Confiscation of Student's Property: 
Example _________________________ _ 
Additional Comments and Observations: 
APPENDIX C 
BEHAVIORAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS KEY CODES 
119 
120 
I. Task Demand Behavior - this set of codes describe 
student behavior displayed during academic instruction. 
V. On-Task - student shows overt motor/gestural or 
vocal/verbal behavior or appears to be attending 
to the instruction related to the completion of 
an assigned task. This will include those situ-
ations in which the child is visually oriented 
towards the teacher or instructional prop related 
to a specific task. This code is also activated 
if a child is overtly engaged in behavior that is 
merely preparatory to the task at hand. 
B. Off-Task - a target student is assigned a task 
but is not actively engaged in the performance of 
the task nor is he indicating in acceptable 
fashion that he wishes teacher assistance. The 
target child need not be disruptive to be 
considered off task. 
N. No Task Demand - target student has not been 
assigned a specific task, or has completed the 
task assigned and is awaiting further 
instructions from the teacher. 
M. Free Time - target student is provided structured 
or unstructured time in which no academic task 
has been assigned. 
Transition Time 
II. Response to Teacher Requests or Demands - the level of 
compliance displayed by the target child following a 
request or demand by the teacher. 
1. Complies to Specific Academic Request - the 
teacher makes an academic request or demand 
specifically of the target child and the student 
responds appropriately within 10 seconds. 
2. Ignores Specific Academic Request - the teacher 
makes an academic request or demand specifically 
of the target child and the child does not 
respond within 10 seconds. 
3. Resists a Specific Academic Request - the teacher 
makes an academic request or demand specifically 
of the target child and the child overtly refuses 
or otherwise indicates an unwillingness to 
respond appropriately within 10 seconds. 
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4. Complies to Specific Behavioral Request - the 
teacher makes a request or demand related to a 
nonacademic social behavior specifically of the 
target child and the student responds 
appropriately within 10 seconds. 
5. Ignores Specific Behavioral Request - the teacher 
makes a request or demand related to a 
nonacademic social behavior specifically of the 
target child and the child does not respond 
within 10 seconds. 
6. Resists a Specific Behavioral Request - the 
teacher makes a request or demand related to a 
nonacademic social behavior specifically of the 
target child and the child overtly refuses or 
otherwise indicates an unwillingness to respond 
appropriately within 10 seconds. 
Q. Complies to General Academic Request - the 
teacher makes an academic request or demand of 
the group that includes the target child and the 
student responds appropriately within 10 seconds. 
E. Resists a General Academic Request - the teacher 
makes an academic request or demand of the group 
that includes the target child and the child 
overtly refuses or otherwise indicates an 
unwillingness to respond appropriately within 10 
seconds. 
W. Ignores General Academic Request - the teacher 
makes an academic request or demand of the group 
that includes the target child and the child does 
not respond within 10 seconds. 
R. Complies to General Behavioral Request - the 
teacher makes a request or demand related to a 
nonacademic social behavior of the group that 
includes the target child and the student 
responds appropriately within 10 seconds. 
Y. Resists a General Behavioral Request - the 
teacher makes a request or demand related to a 
nonacademic social behavior of the group that 
includes the target child and the child overtly 
refuses or otherwise indicates an unwillingness 
to respond appropriately within 10 seconds. 
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T. Ignores General Behavioral Request - the teacher 
makes a request or demand related to a non-
academic social behavior of the group that 
includes the target child and the child does not 
respond within 10 seconds. 
III. Inappropriate Behaviors Displayed by Target Students -
this set of codes relates to various undesired 
behaviors displayed by the target child. 
F. Talk Outs - target student engages in verbal/ 
vocal behavior that is unrelated to the academic 
task at hand or is otherwise deemed inappropriate 
given the nature of the task. Calling out an 
answer to a specific question will be included 
unless such a response is allowed by the teacher. 
D. Out of Seat - target child is displaying behavior 
that results in his loss of appropriate contact 
with his assigned seat. Generally the child's 
butt must be out of contact with the seat of his 
desk. 
S. Inappropriate Peer Interaction - the target child 
has displayed vocal/verbal and/or motor/gestural 
behavior directed at a peer which is offensive in 
nature either because of the content or the 
manner in which it is delivered. 
A. Other Inappropriate - target child has displayed 
behavior that is disruptive to the task at hand 
(e.g., pencil tapping, excessive motor movement) 
that is not directed towards a peer or teacher. 
X. Open -
C. Open -
IV. H. Request - teacher makes either a behavioral or 
academic request of the target student. 
G. Opportunity to Respond - the target child is 
provided an occasion to actively participate 
orally through a specific academic response. 
V. Level of Feedback - this set of keys relates to the 
nature of the feedback the target child receives from 
the teacher. 
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J. Behavioral Desist or Reprimand - the target child 
is the focus of a statement of physical inter-
action designed to decrease an inappropriate or 
undesired behavior. 
L. Social Praise - the target child is the focus of 
positive comments or gestures that are designed 
to serve as positive feedback for desired 
behavior. 
K. Social Acknowledgement - the target child is 
provided a verbal/vocal and/or motor/gestural 
interaction that indicates the teacher is aware a 
specified behavior has occurred. This interaction 
by virtue of its content or the manner in which 
it was delivered has little chance of increasing 
or decreasing the behavior. 
U. Academic Correction - the target child is the 
focus of a statement or physical interaction 
designed to decrease an inappropriate or 
undesired academic response. 
o. Academic Praise - the target child is the focus 
of positive comments or gestures that are 
designed to serve as positive feedback for a 
desired academic response. 
I. Academic Affirmation - the target child is 
provided a verbal/vocal and/or motor/gestural 
interaction that indicates that teacher is aware 
a specified academic response occurred. This 
interaction by virtue of its content or the 
manner in which it was delivered has little 
chance of increasing or decreasing the behavior. 
VI. Other Keys 
\ Not Visible - this key is depressed when the 
target child cannot be clearly seen. 
o Delete - this key is depressed to indicate that 
the previous key was entered in error and must be 
deleted from the data file. 
APPENDIX D 
TEACHER/INTERVENTIONIST 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Student: 
Teacher: 
Collaborative Interventionist 
Questionnaire 
Observation Date: 
Pre: Post: 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist: 
1. Do you feel you attended to the teacher's needs? 
Great deal Very little 
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8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
2. Do you feel you listened to the teacher's concerns? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
3. Do you feel the teacher gained increased awareness of 
the students' strengths? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
4. Do you feel the teacher gained increased awareness of 
the students' weaknesses? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
5. Do you feel the teacher gained increased awareness of 
your own teaching strengths? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
6. Do you feel the teacher gained increased awareness of 
area to improve upon in their own teachings? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Questionnaire 
Page 2 
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7. Did you develop some type of an intervention or action 
plan for the student? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
8. To what extent do you feel the plan was implemented? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
9. Overall, how helpful would you rate the entire 
intervention? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Teacher Questionnaire 
Student: Observation Date: 
Teacher: Pre: Post: 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist: 
1. Do you feel the collaborative intervention specialist 
attended to your needs? 
Great deal Very little 
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8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
2. Do you feel the collaborative intervention specialist 
listened to your concerns? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
3. Do you feel you gained increased awareness of your 
students' strengths? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
4. Do you feel you gained increased awareness of your 
students' weaknesses? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
5. Do you feel you gained increased awareness of your 
own teaching strengths? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
6. Do you feel you gained increased awareness of areas 
to improve upon in your own teachings? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Questionnaire 
Page 2 
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7. Did you develop some type of an intervention or action 
plan for the student? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
8. To what extent do you feel the plan was implemented? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
9. Overall, how helpful would you rate the entire 
intervention? 
Great deal Very little 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
APPENDIX E 
LETTER OF EXPLANATION AND 
CONSENT FORM SENT TO PRINCIPALS 
IN PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS 
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EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL PARTICIPATION LETTER 
_________ , Principal 
School 
Dear 
August 6, 1992 
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I am a doctoral candidate at Loyola University Chicago, 
and a member of the administrative staff of West Aurora 
District 129. I am working on my doctoral disserta-tion, 
the topic of which is the relationship of the collaborative 
intervention program on "at-risk" student behaviors and 
teacher attitude and behavior in the elementary schools. 
Because you are an instructional leader in our School 
District, I am requesting your participation in my 
research. 
For the past two years, we have had a Collaborative 
Intervention Program in the elementary and middle schools 
in our district. Whenever a teacher had a concern about a 
child's behavior he/she could refer the child to the 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist through the Prin-
cipal. The Principal would contact the Collaborative 
Intervention Specialist to observe in the classroom, and 
set up a program for the referring classroom teacher to 
complete with the student. 
When the Collaborative Intervention Specialist 
observed, a Behavioral Educational Assessment for Students 
and Teachers form was completed. This assessment gave the 
classroom teacher valuable information regarding student 
on-task behavior, out of seat behaviors, and teacher 
behaviors such as praise, refocusing, ignoring, etc. 
The Collaborative Intervention Specialist then designed 
a program and provided materials and strategies for the 
classroom teacher to use with the student or group of 
students. The Collaborative Intervention Specialist met 
with the classroom teacher on an ongoing basis to follow 
the case. We have found the program to be well accepted and 
quite successful in our school district. 
I have met with the appropriate personnel in East and 
West Aurora School District and have received District 
permission for the study. The data collection process will 
begin September 1992 and will be completed January 1993. 
Your participation includes the following: 
-When a child receives his/her third discipline 
referral to the office, you will give a Classroom 
Behavior Inventory (CBI) form to the classroom 
teacher, 
-When the teacher completes the CBI form and 
returns the form to you, you will notify the 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist of the 
referral, 
-Three months later, you will give a CBI form to 
the teacher for completion. Upon its return, 
you will send it to the Collaborative Intervention 
Specialist. 
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I will share the results of the study with you when the 
data is compiled. Hopefully the data will show teachers and 
administrators methods and/or strategies of dealing with a 
nagging negative disciplinary chore, ie: the chronic, 
misbehaving child. This, then, could give all of us an 
opportunity to devote more time to the instructional 
portion of our profession. 
I sincerely appreciate the overwhelming demands upon 
your time. I am very grateful for your consideration 
regarding participation in this research. I will contact 
you soon to review procedures and answer any questions 
regarding the study. Please feel free to call me if you 
need further information. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
CONTROL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL PARTICIPATION LETTER 
August 6, 1992 
____________ , Principal 
School 
Dear 
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I am a doctoral student at Loyola University Chicago, 
and a member of the administrative staff of West Aurora 
District 129. I am working on my doctoral dissertation of 
whose topic is the relationships of the collaborative 
intervention program on "at-risk" student behaviors and 
teacher attitude and behavior in the elementary schools. 
Because you are an instructional leader, I am requesting 
your participation in my research. 
For the past two years, West Aurora District 129 has 
had a Collaborative Intervention Program in the elementary 
and middle schools. Whenever a teacher had a concern about 
a child's behavior he/she could refer the child to the 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist through the 
Principal. The Principal would contact the Collaborative 
Intervention Specialist to observe in the classroom, and 
set up a program for the referring classroom teacher to 
complete with the student. 
When the Collaborative Intervention Specialist 
observed, a Behavioral Educational Assessment for Students 
and Teachers form was completed. This assessment gave the 
classroom teacher valuable information regarding student 
on-task behavior, out of seat behaviors, and teacher 
behaviors such as praise, refocusing, ignoring, etc. 
The Collaborative Intervention Specialist then designed 
a program and provided materials and strategies for the 
classroom teacher to use with the student or group of 
students. The Collaborative Intervention Specialist met 
with the classroom teacher on an ongoing basis to follow 
the case. We have found the program to be well accepted and 
quite successful in our school district. 
I have met with the appropriate personnel in East and 
West Aurora School Districts and have received District 
permission for the study. The data collection process will 
begin September 1992 and will be completed January 1993. 
Your participation includes the following: 
-When a child receives his/her third discipline 
referral to the office, you will give a Classroom 
Behavior Inventory (CBI) form to the classroom 
teacher, 
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-When the teacher completes the classroom behavior 
inventory form (CBI) and returns the form to you, you 
will notify the Collaborative Intervention Specialist 
of the referral, 
-Three months later, you will give a CBI form to 
the classroom teacher for completion. Upon its 
return to you, you will send it to the Collaborative 
Intervention Specialist. 
I sincerely appreciate the overwhelming demands upon 
your time, and I am very grateful for your consideration 
regarding participation in this research. I will contact 
you soon to review procedures and answer any questions 
regarding the study. Please feel free to call me if you 
need further information. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
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PRINCIPAL PARTICIPATION CONSENT FORM 
I I will participate in 
this project. I understand I can withdraw permission to 
participate at any time during the study. 
Date Principal Signature 
School 
I I will not participate in 
this project. 
Date Principal Signature 
School 
APPENDIX F 
LETTER OF EXPLANATION AND 
CONSENT FORM SENT TO TEACHERS 
IN PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS 
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EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL TEACHER PARTICIPATION LETTER 
August 10, 1992 
Dear Teacher: 
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I am a doctoral candidate at Loyola University, Chicago 
and a member of the administrative staff of West Aurora 
District 129. I am working on my doctoral dissertation of 
which the topic is the relationships of the collaborative 
intervention program on "at-risk" student behaviors and 
teacher attitude and behavior in the elementary schools. 
Because you are an instructional leader, I am requesting 
your participation in my research. 
For the past two years, we have had a Collaborative 
Intervention Program in the elementary and middle schools 
in our district. Whenever a teacher had a concern about a 
child's behavior he/she could refer the child to the 
Collaborative Intervention Specialist for assistance. For 
the purpose of this study, when a child receives his/her 
third discipline referral to the office, the Principal will 
give a Classroom Behavior Inventory form to you to 
complete. It will take only a few minutes to fill in the 
requested information and you will receive a small 
remuneration for your effort. 
As in the past, a Collaborative Intervention Specialist 
will set up an observation in your room, complete a 
Behavioral Assessment for Students and Teachers and design 
a program for the student in your classroom. 
Three months later, you will once again assess the 
referred student using the Classroom Behavior Inventory and 
again will receive a small remuneration for your efforts. 
The Collaborative Intervention Specialist will post-assess 
the referred student using the Behavioral Assessment for 
Students and Teachers. Your Principal will provide you with 
a parent permission form for the child to participate in 
the study. When a student returns his/her permission slip, 
you will give the child an incentive which I will provide 
for you. 
I have met with the appropriate personnel in West 
Aurora and East Aurora School Districts and have received 
District permission for the study. The data collection 
process will begin September 1992 and will be completed 
January of 1993. 
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Your participation is strictly voluntary. If for any 
reason you choose not to participate, your children will 
still receive the Collaborative Intervention Program. You 
may withdraw from the study at any time. 
I sincerely appreciate the overwhelming demands upon 
your time and I am very grateful for your consideration 
regarding participation in this research. Please feel free 
to call me if you need further information. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
WA.frm 
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CONTROL SCHOOL TEACHER PARTICPATION LETTER 
August 6, 1992 
Dear Teacher: 
Hello, I am a doctoral candidate at Loyola University, 
Chicago and a member of the administrative staff of West 
Aurora District 129. I am working on my doctoral disserta-
tion of which the topic is the relationships of the 
collaborative intervention program on "at-risk" student 
behaviors and teacher attitude and behavior in the 
elementary schools. Because you are an instructional 
leader, I am requesting your participation in my research. 
For the past two years, we have had a Collaborative 
Intervention Program in the elementary and middle schools 
in West Aurora District 129. Whenever a teacher had a 
concern about a child's behavior he/she could refer the 
child to the Collaborative Intervention Specialist for 
assistance. The Principal would then contact the Collabor-
ative Intervention Specialist to observe in the classroom, 
and set up a program for the referring classroom teacher to 
complete with the student. When the Collaborative Inter-
vention Specialist observed, a Behavioral Educational 
Assessment for Students and Teachers form was completed. 
This assessment gave the classroom teacher valuable 
information regarding student on-task behavior, out of seat 
behaviors, and teacher behaviors such as praise, re-
focusing, ignoring, etc. The Collaborative Intervention 
Specialist then designed a program and provided materials 
and strategies for the classroom teacher to use with the 
student or group of students. The Collaborative Inter-
vention Specialist met with the classroom teacher on an 
ongoing basis to follow the case. We have found the program 
to be well accepted and quite successful in our school 
district. 
For the purpose of this study, when a child receives 
his/her third discipline referral to the office, the 
Principal will give a Classroom Behavior Inventory form to 
you to complete. It will take only a few minutes to fill in 
the requested information and you will receive a small 
remuneration for your effort. 
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The Collaborative Intervention Specialist will set up 
an observation with you and complete a Behavior Educationc11 
Assessment for Students and Teachers form. Three months 
later, you will once again assess the referred student 
using the Classroom Behavior Inventory form and again will 
receive a small renumeration for your efforts. Three months 
later the Collaborative Intervention Specialist will also 
assess the child using the Behavior Educational Assessment 
for Students and Teachers form. This information will be 
shared with you, if you so choose. Your Principal will 
provide you with a parent permission form for the child to 
participate in the study. When a student returns his/her 
permission slip, you will give the child an incentive which 
I will provide for you. 
I have met with the appropriate personnel in West 
Aurora and East Aurora School Districts and have received 
District permission for the study. The data collection 
process will begin September 1992 and will be completed 
January of 1993. 
Your participation is strictly voluntary. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time. I sincerely appreciate 
the overwhelming demands upon your time and I am very 
grateful for your consideration regarding participation in 
this research. Please feel free to call me if you need 
further information. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
EA. frm 
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TEACHER PARTICIPATION CONSENT FORM 
I, _________________________ will 
participate in this project. I understand I can withdraw 
permission to participate at any time during the study. 
Date Teacher Signature 
School 
I, _______________________ _ will not 
participate in this project. 
Date Teacher Signature 
School 
APPENDIX G 
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AUAOAA PUBLIC SCHOOLS· WEST SIDE· DISTAICT ·129 
DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
80 SOUTH RIVER STREET, AURORA. ILLINOIS 60506 708-844-4400 
GARY 0, JEWEL 
Su;;e1•ntenden1 
The Chair 
IRS c/o Research Services 
6525 N. Sheridan Road 
Chicago, IL 60626 
Dear Chair: 
August 13, 1992 
Nancy Shuttleworth, a doctoral candidate at Loyola University 
Chicago, and a~ administrator in West Aurora School District 129 
has reviewed the details of her doctoral research project with 
me. 
I am supportive and see the value of this study for school age 
children. Therefore, I am giving permission for Nancy J. 
Shuttleworth to conduct the study in our school district. 
GDJ:rlo 
(@~ 
✓ Gary D. Jewel 
Superintendent of School~ 
Aurora East Schools 
District 1:31 
School Service Center 
417 Fifth Street• Aurora, Illinois 60505-4799 • Telephone (708) 844-5550 
August 31, 1992 
The Chair 
IRB c/o Research Services 
6525 N. Sheridan Road 
Chicago, IL 60626 
Dear Chair: 
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Nancy Shuttleworth, a doctoral candidate at Loyola University 
Chicago, and an administrator in West Aurora School District 
129 has reveiwed the details of her doctoral research project 
with me. 
I am supportive and see the value of this study for school 
age children. Therefore, I am giving permission for Nancy 
J. Shuttleworth to conduct the study in our school district. 
Sincerely, 
Anna Sanford, Ph.D., 
Administrative Assistant for 
Research and Development 
AS/le 
APPENDIX H 
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September 2, 1992 
Dear Parents, 
My name is Nancy J. Shuttleworth and I am conducting a 
study which has as its end result potential to help all the 
students of the Aurora area. I am asking for your help. I 
am a doctoral candidate at Loyola University, Chicago and a 
member of the administrative staff of West Aurora School 
District 129. I will be doing the research for my doctoral 
dissertation study in West Aurora School District 129 and 
East Aurora School District 131 and am trying to find out 
how teachers help children to learn. 
In my study, the teachers will be observing the 
children in the classroom and completing a checklist on the 
children's ability to work and get along with others. I 
will then compile the data and determine the approaches in 
learning that are most effective. No data specific to 
individual children will be used. The information will be 
kept secure at all times and will be strictly confidential. 
This will not interfere with your child's regular classroom 
activities and learning. I have discussed this with your 
child's teacher to see if they would benefit from partici-
pating in my study. The study will begin in September 1992 
and be completed January of 1993. 
Before starting this project, I need permission from 
parents of students in the observed classrooms. You may 
take away your permission at any time. Because this is a 
learning activity, your child can come to no harm by 
participating. Our children and teachers will benefit from 
what we learn for a long time to come. 
Please sign this form and return it to school. If you 
have any questions, please feel free to call me. Here's 
thanking you in advance for your consent. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
PARENT/GUARDIAN PERMISSION FORM 
I give permission for my child 
age __ to participate in the project. I understand I 
can withdraw permission for my child to participate at 
any time during the study. 
Date Parent/Guardian Signature 
Teacher Name School 
I do not give permission for my child 
age __ to participate in the project. 
Date Parent/Guardian Signature 
Teacher Name School 
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AURORA PUBLIC SCHOOLS · WEST SIOE · □!STRICT 129 
DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
80 SOUTH RIVER STREET, AURORA, ILLINOIS 60506 · 708-844,4400 
GARY O JEWEL 
2 de septiembre :a 1992 
Estimados Padres, 
Me llama Nancy J. Shuttleworth y estoy hacienda un estudio el 
cual ~endra el resultado final de ayudar a todos las estudiantes 
en el area de Aurora. Necesito su ayuda. Soj una candidata 
para recibir mi doctorado en la Universidad Loyola en Chicago y 
soy un miembro del cuerpo administrative del Distrito 129 de 
Aurora West. Estare hacienda mi investigacidn para la tesis de 
mi doctorado en las escuelas de West Aurora(Oistrito 129) yen 
las escuelas de East Aurora(Distrito 131) y estoy tratando de 
averiguar coma el profesorado ayuda a las niAos a que aprendan. 
En mi estudio, el profesorado estara en el salon escolar ob-
servando a las niAos y al mismo tiempo completando un formulario 
sabre la capacidad del niAo(a) en sus trabajos escolares y sabre 
coma se lleva con los demas nines. La informacidn recibida siem-
ore se mantendra en un lugar seguro y sera extrictamente confi-
dencial. Este estudio no interferira ni con las actividades dia-
rias ni con el aprendizaje en el salon de clase. He discutida es-
to con el maestra(a) de su hijo(a) para saber si ellas se benefi-
ciarian participando en mi estudia. El estudia empezara a prin-
cipios de septiembre de 1992 y terminara en enera de 1993. 
Antes de empezar con este proyecto, necesita el permisa de las 
padres de las estudiantes a quienes voy a abservar en las clases. 
Lids. a cualquier tiempo pueden retirar el permiso. Como este es 
un estudio relacionadc con el aprendizaje escolar este no le va a 
perjudicar a su hijo(a) si el a ella participara en el. Nuestras 
hijos y el profe~orado se beneficiaran mucho par lo que se apren-
dera en este estudio. 
Par favor, fir"e el permisa adjunto y devuelvalo 
Si Uds. tienen alguna pregunta, por favor, con toda 
pueden comunicarse conmigo al o al 
mane les day las grsci3s par su cansentimiento. 
a la escuela. 
confianza 
De ante-
PERMISO DE LOS PADRES O TUTOR 
Doy mi permiso para que mi hijo(a) _____ ~ ________ de la 
edad de ___ anos participe en este proyecto. Comprendo que a 
cualquier tiempo durante este estudio puedo retirar mi permiso 
de que mi hijo{a) siga participando. 
Fecha Firma de las padres o tutor 
Nombre del maestro(a) Escuela 
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No day mi consentimiento de que mi hijo(a) ____________ _ 
de la edad de anos participe en este proyecto. 
Fecha Firma de las padres o tutor 
Nombre del maestro(a) Escuela 
APPENDIX I 
SAMPLE DISCIPLINE REFERRAL FORM 
AND PROCEDURES 
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Referred to 
Disposition 
D Student Conference 
D Parent Contacted 
D by phone: time 
------
□ by mail: 
D Suspended _______ day(s) 
May return on 
---------
□ Parent conference will be scheduled 
on 
with 
Comments: 
time 
Signature 
Date: 
--------------
Asst. Principal's Copy - White 
Counselor's Copy - Canary 
Teacher's Copy - Pink 
Parent's Copy - Gold 
WEST AURORA PUBLIC SCHOOLS - DIST. 129 
ELEMENTARY ~CB:OOL 
Anecdotal and Misconduct Report 
D Action 
D Informatio.i 
Date Time Homeroom 
Student's Name 
Last Name First 
Describe incident - be sp1~cific 
1. What have you done to discipline this student prior to referring this incident 
to the office? 
~- When did you contact the student's parents? 
Referred by 
t-' 
U1 
t-' 
DISCIPLINE REFERRAL 
A discipline referral is defined as follows: 
When a teacher sends a student to the Principal's office 
and feels that: 
1) Principal must take some action, and/or 
2) Parent must be notified via: 
a) phone call, or 
b) copy of referral from teacher sent to 
parent, or 
c) some record/documentation is needed. 
In other words, when Principal action must be completed. 
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APPENDIX J 
PERMISSION TO REPRINT 
BEHAVIORAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS 
153 
March 21, 1995 
Dr. Richard Van Acker 
927 Douglas Avenue 
Elgin, IL 60120 
Dear Dr. Van Acker: 
154 
This letter will confirm our recent telephone conversation. As you know, I am 
completing my doctoral dissertation at Loyola University entitled "The Impact of 
a Collaborative Intervention Process on Teacher Attitudes and Behavior And 'High 
Risk' Student Behaviors in Ten Suburban Elementary Schools." I would like your 
permission to reprint the "Behavioral Environment Assessment of Students and 
Teachers" (BEAST) in my dissertation. 
The requested permission extends to any future rev1s1ons and editions of my 
dissertation, including non-exclusive world rights in all languages, and to the 
prospective publication of my dissertation by University Microfilms, Inc. These 
rights in no way restrict republication of the material in any form by you or by 
others authorized by you. Your signing of this letter will also confirm that you 
own the copyright to the above-described material. 
If these arrangements meet with your approval, please sign this letter where 
indicated below. Thank you very much for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
~a ~~" 'J:{,, 
Nancy J. Shuttleworth 
NJS: jn 
R"chard Van Acker, Ed.D. 
Date: Ylfw/x:21; ®-
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